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Congress of the United States, Task Force To Inves- 
tigate Certain Allegations Concerning the Hold- 
ing OF American Hostages by Iran in 1980 (“Octo- 
ber Surprise Task Force”), 

WashingtoTiy DC, January 3, 1993. 
The Honorable Thomas S. Foley, 

Speaker of the House, U.S. Capitol, 

Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Speaker: 

Pursuant to the provisions of House Resolutions 258 and 585 
102nd Congress, Second Session, we transmit herewith the Joint 
Report of the Task Force of Foreign Affairs Committee Members To 
Investigate Certain Allegations Concerning the Holding of American 
Hostages by Iran in 1980. The report includes findings, conclusions 
and recommendations, with additional minority views, and appen- 
dices and exhibits. The Task Force also is filing an appendix con- 
taining classified information with the Permanent Select Commit- 
tee on Intelligence. 

The report was approved unanimously by the Task Force on De- 
cember 10, 1992. 
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I. Introduction 


A. Prefatory Comments 


For neariy a year leading up to the passage 
of House Resolution 258 on February 5, 1992, 
joumalbts, scholars, former government ofli- 
dals, executive branch ofTicials and members of 
Congress heatedly debated the allegations that 
motivated this investigation. The serious impli- 
cations of the allegations — generally that mem- 
bers of the 1980 Reagan/Bush campaign met 
secretly with Iranian nationals to delay the re- 
lease of American Embassy personnel then 
being held hostage in Iran — ^lent added impor- 
tance to the debate. Prior to becoming the 
Task Force’s Chairman, Congressman Lee 
Hamilton stated. 

If the allegations are true, we would 
do a serious disservice to the country 
if we failed to pursue a formal inquiry. 

If the allegations are false, we would 
do a disservice to those who have been 
accused of misconduct if we failed to 
go forward, because the passage of 
time has already shown that the 
charges are not going to fade away. ' 

One overriding consideration has directed 
this investigation: that it be conducted in as 
balanced, professional, dispassionate, and bi- 
partisan a manner as possible. The individuals 
who took positions on the October Surprise al- 
legations did not have access to records, wit- 
nesses, and materials that would be available to 
ihe Task Force. Our hope was that, once all ap- 
propriate witnesses were interviewed, most 
under oath; all available documentation was 
gathered, reviewed, and analyzed; all available 
classified intelligence matter was reviewed and 
analyzed; and the results of previously unavail- 
able oral and wire intercept communications 
were reviewed, the facts would speak for them- 
selves with little or no editorial characteriza- 


tion. To a large extent, we believe we have met 
that goal. This report details the course of our 
investigation since the passage of House Reso- 
lution 258, and explains why either wholly in- 
sufficient or no credible evidence exists to sub- 
stantiate the allegations that form the October 
Surprise theory. 

B. Task Force Organization 
and Structure 


1. Legislative History 

The Task Force of Members of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee to Investigate Certain Alle- 
gations Concerning the Holding of American 
Hostages by Iran in 1980 (hereinafter Task 
Force) was formed on February 5, 1992, with 
the adoption of House Resolution 258 by the 
House of Representatives. 

In reporting the resolution to the House of 
Representatives, the House Committee on 
Rules provided the following background on 
the events which led to the formation of the 
Task Force: 

By the fall of 1980, fifty-two Ameri- 
cans had been held hostage in Iran for 
nearly a year. Securing the release of 
these hostages was an issue at the 
forefront of the 1980 presidential race 
between then incumbent Jimmy Carter 
and the Republican candidate Ronald 
Reagan. Despite President Carter’s 
effort to free the hostages prior to the 
November election, the hostages were 
not released until January 20, 1981, 
shortly after Ronald Reagan’s inaugu- 
ration. 

In recent months, allegations have 
been made in the media and elsewhere 
that in the fall of 1980 individuals as- 
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sociated with the campaign organiza- 
tion of presidential candidate Ronald 
Reagan conspired with representatives 
of the Iranian government to delay the 
release of United States hostages until 
after the election, in exchange for the 
sale of arms to the government of 
Iran. 

Allegedly, this secret agreement was 
made to prevent presidential incum- 
bent, Jimmy Carter, from accomplish- 
ing an “October Surprise”, an elec- 
tion-eve hostage release that would 
likely have bolstered his campaign. 

On August 5, 1991, Speaker of the 
House Thomas Foley and Senate Ma- 
jority Leader George Mitchell an- 
nounced that they had requested 
House and Senate committees to con- 
duct separate but parallel investiga- 
tions into these allegations.^ 

Pursuant to Section 1 of House Resolution 
258, the Speaker appointed the following 
Democratic members of the House to the Task 
Force: Mr. Hamilton of Indiana, Chairman, Mr. 
Solarz of New York, Mr. Gejdenson of Con- 
necticut, Mr. Torricelli of New Jersey, Mr. 
Dymally of California, Mr. Berman of Califor- 
nia, Mr. Feighan of Ohio, and Mr. Weiss of 
New York.^ 

After consultation with the Republican 
Leader, the Speaker also appointed the follow- 
ing Republican members of the House to the 
Task Force: Mr. Hyde of Illinois, Mr. Leach of 
Iowa, Ms. Snowe of Maine, Mr. Bereuter of Ne- 
braska, and Mr. Goss of Florida. 

2. United States Senate October 
Surprise Probe 

The Near East and South Asia Subcommittee 
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee re- 
tained a special counsel to conduct an October 
Surprise investigation and released a report of 
its findings on November 23, 1992. To the 
extent appropriate, the Task Force coordinated 
its efforts with the Senate probe to avoid un- 
necessary duplication of effort and to reduce 
inconvenience to witnesses. This coordination 
between the two inquiries was consistent with 
the Task Force mandate and rules. 


3. Legislative Mandate 

The Task Force was authorized to conduct a 
thorough and complete investigation and to 
make such findings as warranted by the evi- 
dence — including a finding, if appropriate, that 
no credible evidence exists to support a specific 
allegation — with respect to the following mat- 
ters: 

(a) Communications by or on behalf 
of the 1980 Reagan Presidential Cam- 
paign, or individuals representing or 
associated with that campaign, with 
any person or persons representing or 
associated with Iranian Government or 
those persons with Iran holding Amer- 
icans as Hostages during 1979 and 
1980; 

(b) Any attempt or proposal to at- 
tempt, by the 1980 Reagan Presiden- 
tial Campaign or persons representing 
or associated with that campaign, to 
delay the release of the Americans 
held as hostages in Iran; 

(c) Any activity by the 1980 Reagan 
Presidential Campaign to acquire or 
disseminate any information relating 
to actions being taken or considered 
by the United States Government in 
an effort to obtain release of the 
Americans being held as hostages in 
Iran; 

(d) Any sale or other transmittal of 
arms, spare parts or other assistance 
to Iran, in 1980 or thereafter, by any 
person or nation, intended to delay 
the release of Americans held as hos- 
tages by Iran, and any approval, acqui- 
escence or knowledge of such sales or 
transmittals by the 1980 Reagan Presi- 
dential Campaign or persons repre- 
senting or associated with the cam- 
paign; and 

(e) Any actions taken to keep com- 
munications or actions as described 
above, if any such actions or communi- 
cations took place, from being re- 
vealed to the Government of the 
United States or the American 
people.^ 
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In addition, the Task Force was further au- 
thorized to make such recommendations to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs as it deemed ap- 
propriate including recommendations concern- 
ing the possible amendment of existing legisla- 
tion or the enactment of new legislation. The 
Task Force had no other investigatory authority 
and therefore scrupulously avoided unnecessar- 
ily inquiring into related but separate issues.^ 
Task Force counsel determined at the outset 
that, given the limited time period within which 
the Task Force had to complete its investiga- 
tion, examining other issues would divert re- 
sources from our central focus. 

Endnotes 

1. Floor Siaiemem of Rep. Lee H. Hamilton (Feb. 5. 1992) at 
4-5 (in support of H. Res. 258). Sre Appendix at 1-3. The Task 


Force has prepared an unclassified appendix and a classified ap- 
pendix containing unredacied classified documents. The page 
references to the appendix are the same in both the classified 
and unclassified appendix. Hereinafter the appendices will be re- 
ferred to as “App.”. 

2. H.R. Rep. 102-296, 102nd Cong., 1st Sess., pt. 1, at 4-5 
(1991). 

3. The Task Force wishes to express its sorrow at the loss of 
Congressman Ted Weiss, who passed away last September. Ted 
was a man of unusual intelligence, compassion, and integrity. He 
was a voice of conscience on the Foreign Affairs Committee, 
where he earned a reputation as one of Congress’ most ardent 
advocates of a just American foreign policy. Ted made a valuable 
contribution to the Task Force during the seven months he 
served on it. As a colleague and as a friend, Ted will be deeply 
missed. 

4. H. Res. 258. 

5. Areas that touched on our investigation but which the Task 
Force avoided included such things as: (1) evaluating the effec- 
tiveness of the Carter administration's handling of the hostage 
crisis; (2) analyzing the impact of the hostage situation on inter- 
nal United States {politics; and, (3) examining the relationship be- 
tween the October Surprise allegations and other investigations 
such as Inslaw and Iran-Contra. 
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II. Executive Summary 


A. Findings and Conclusions 


1. Conduct of Investigation 

The House October Surprise Task Force 
with an authorized budget of $1.35 million was 
fully staffed to investigate thoroughly the Octo- 
ber Surprise allegations. Ten attorneys and six 
professional investigators on loan from various 
law enforcement agencies were employed by 
the Task Force throughout the duration of the 
investigation. 

With a few exceptions ^ the Task Force locat- 
ed and interviewed nearly all the individuals 
around the world who claimed either to have 
participated in, or have knowledge of, the al- 
leged events. The Task Force interviewed and/ 
or deposed more than 230 people. Interviews 
were conducted across the United States as 
well as in Algeria, Belgium, France, Germany, 
Italy, Portugal, South Africa, Spain, Switzerland 
and the United Kingdom. 

The Task Force also had direct access to vo- 
luminous documents which had heretofore 
been unavailable to the scores of investigative 
reporters and authors who have examined 
these allegations. The Task Force received and 
reviewed tens of thousands of documents from 
the Department of State; the Department of 
Defense, the Central Intelligence Agency, the 
National Security Council, and from other ex- 
ecutive branch agencies. The Task Force staff 
was particularly fortunate to have had access to 
the FBFs electronic surveillance tapes of Cyrus 
Hashemi and others in the September 
1980-February 1981 time period, as well as 
critical telephone toll records for the summer 
of 1980 from Cyrus Hashemi’s residence and 
the residence and office of his lawyer, Stanley 
Pottinger. The Hashemi electronic surveillance 
included over 21,000 recorded conversations 
on 548 tapes. With coverage that comprehen- 


sive, what did not appear was often as impor- 
tant as what did appear. Further, the Task 
Force had access to a significant collection of 
intelligence community material which often 
filled in holes in the factual record and cor- 
roborated testimony. This intelligence material 
included thousands of raw, unredacted docu- 
ments from the CIA, NSC, and National Securi- 
ty Agency (NSA). The Task Force also obtained 
access to documents and evidence gathered 
during previous congressional investigations 
such as the Iran-Contra and Debategate inquir- 
ies. Likewise, the Task Force obtained access to 
the privately held documents of many of the in- 
dividuals involved in the October Surprise alle- 
gations. This material included hundreds of 
pages of documents from foreign private citi- 
zens, former government officials of Iran, for- 
eign journalists, former Reagan-Bush campaign 
officials, the families of deceased individuals 
(including William Casey) and many others. 
The Task Force also obtained public service 
documents available from various electronic in- 
formation networks, the Foreign Broadcast In- 
formation Service, and the Library of Congress. 
In the final analysis, the Task Force staff ex- 
pended thousands of hours reviewing and ana- 
lyzing these materials. 

While these documents and materials did not 
establish to a certainty each person’s where- 
abouts or activities on every single day during 
the relevant period, or conclusively resolve all 
of the October Surprise questions, w^hen com- 
bined w4th certain sworn testimonial evidence 
and related government documents they made 
it possible for the Task Force to reach with 
confidence the conclusions in this report. In 
fact, they dictated the conclusions that follow. 

The Task Force believes that it has conduct- 
ed the most thorough and complete investiga- 
tion and analysis of the October Surprise alle- 
gations to date. This report does not and could 
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not analyze or report every single lead that was 
investigated, every single phone call that was 
made or received, every single contact that was 
initiated. Similarly, the Task Force did not re- 
solve every single one of the scores of curiosi- 
ties, coincidences, sub-allegations or unan- 
swered questions that have been raised over 
the years and become part of the October Sur- 
prise literature. The Task Force concluded that 
attempting to “prove a negative” — or in this 
case many of them — would indeed be a foofs 
errand that would satisfy no one and serve no 
useful purpose. Given the time available to it, 
the Task Force fully investigated all of the prin- 
cipal allegations and most of the less significant 
ones before it reached the conclusions con- 
tained in this report. 

It is worth noting that the work of the Task 
Force simultaneously benefited from and was 
handicapped by the passage of twelve years 
since the period during which the October Sur- 
prise events were said to have occurred. The 
Task Force benefited from the fact that it 
could, when investigating the complicated 
world of Iranian politics during the 1979-1981 
period, draw upon years of historical analysis 
and the clarity of hindsight. For example, the 
Task Force was able to evaluate the stops and 
starts of the formal U.S. -Iranian hostage nego- 
tiations without having to guess blindly as to 
the underlying political reasons for these inter- 
ruptions. In this respect, the Task Force bene- 
fited from the insight of several Iran scholars 
who were periodically consulted by the Task 
Force on discreet areas of inquiry. 

The passage of time also sometimes prevent- 
ed the Task Force from acquiring records that 
could have confirmed the whereabouts of sev- 
eral alleged participants in the October Sur- 
prise scenario. This was principally because 
many of the records generated by businesses — 
such as credit card receipts and telephone bills, 
tickets and expense vouchers — are routinely de- 
stroyed after several years. As a consequence, 
the Task Force was unable to determine con- 
clusively all the movements of several of the 
principal protagonists with irrefutable docu- 
mentary evidence. This inability to obtain cer- 
tain records did not affect the quality or con- 
tent of the conclusions ultimately reached by 
the Task Force. 

Before summarizing its conclusions, the Task 
Force believes it necessary to describe the 
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standard which guided its evaluation of the evi- 
dence it reviewed. 

2. Standard of Review 

The principal allegations that were the focus 
of this investigation are extraordinarily serious 
and strike at the heart of the constitutional 
government of this country. The suggestion, in 
essence, that leaders of one of our two princi- 
pal political parties would attempt to “steal” a 
presidential election by seeking to prolong the 
incarceration of fellow American citizens by 
foreign terrorists is little short of treachery. If 
true, it would not only call into question the le- 
gitimacy of an entire presidency, but expose a 
series of heinous acts unparalleled in the histo- 
ry of the American political system. While such 
conduct might be expected in certain dark cor- 
ners of the world, it would be wholly beyond 
the wildest excesses in our constitutional histo- 
ry. But if these allegations are not true, the 
cloud that has settled over the reputations of 
those alleged to have been involved must be 
lifted. 

Accordingly, in evaluating the testimonial 
and documentary evidence gathered to deter- 
mine whether there was any credible evidence 
tending to support these allegations, the Task 
Force was very careful to determine: 

1. Whether the evidence was from a 
credible source; 

2. Whether the evidence was inde- 
pendently corroborated; 

3. Whether the evidence was handi- 
capped by internal inconsistencies; 

4. Whether the evidence was incon- 
sistent with other more credible evi- 
dence; and 

5. Whether the evidence had proba- 
tive value. 

Furthermore, the Task Force particularly fo- 
cused on certain contemporaneous documenta- 
ry evidence, the creation and contents of which 
were clearly independent of and relevant to the 
events alleged. The Task Force benefited from 
the extensive law enforcement experience of its 
professional staff in evaluating the testimony, 
motives, and conduct of witnesses who had 
made significant allegations after they had 



either been indicted, tried, or incarcerated in 
the American criminal justice system. The Task 
Force also was sensitive to the fact that wit- 
nesses to the same event often describe that 
event differently due to variances in recollec- 
tion, perception and personal biases. Indeed, 
often the most difficult witness to evaluate is 
the one who is telling the truth, but for a varie- 
ty of reasons, may be mistaken as to the facts 
he is describing. 

Because this was not a criminal investigation, 
the Task Force did not apply to these allega- 
tions strict evidentiary standards of admissibil- 
ity or a burden of proof beyond a reasonable 
doubt. Rather, it focused on collecting and 
evaluating whatever evidence it could obtain re- 
lating to these allegations in an effort to deter- 
mine if there was any credible evidence tending 
to support these allegations, and if so, how 
much. The Task Force only reached a conclu- 
sion or made a finding after determining that 
there was substantial credible evidence to sup- 
port it. 

3. Conclusions 

The following are the bipartisan conclusions 
the Task Force reached regarding the five in- 
quiries mandated by its authorizing legislation, 
House Resolution 258: 

(1) There is wholly insufficient credible 
evidence of any communications by or on 
behalf of the 1980 Reagan Presidential 
campaign with any persons representing or 
connected with the Iranian government or 
with those holding Americans as hostages 
during the 1979-1981 period. 

The Resolution directed the Task Force to 
determine whether there was any credible evi- 
dence of communications by or on behalf of 
the 1980 Reagan Presidential Campaign, or in- 
dividuals representing or associated with that 
campaign, with any person or persons repre- 
senting, or associated with, the Iranian govern- 
ment, or with those persons in Iran holding 
American hostages during the 1979-1981 
period. This directive primarily concerns cer- 
tain alleged meetings in 1980 between Reagan 
campaign officials and Iranian government rep- 
resentatives in Madrid and Washington.^ In 
each case, the Task Force met with the living 
alleged participants in, or proponents of, these 
allegations including: Jamshid Hashemi; Ahmed 


Madani; Arif Durrani; Heinrich Rupp; Ari Ben- 
Menashe; and Richard Babayan. In addition, 
the Task Force was able to obtain invaluable 
documentary evidence relating to the where- 
abouts of the participants (living and dead) al- 
leged to have been at these meetings, including 
the original records from the Plaza Hotel in 
Madrid, calendars of some alleged participants, 
telephone toll records, as well as certain credit 
card bills and receipts. Based upon these inter- 
views, and a thorough review of the docu- 
ments, the Task Force has concluded that there 
is wholly insufficient credible evidence of any 
communications by or on behalf of the Reagan 
Presidential campaign with any persons repre- 
senting or connected with the Iranian govern- 
ment or with those holding American hostages 
during 1979-1981. 

Specifically, with respect to the alleged meet- 
ings in Madrid, the Task Force found that the 
evidence allegedly supporting each of these 
meetings was neither from credible sources nor 
corroborated. That is, of the five individuals, in 
addition to Jamshid Hashemi, who were alleged 
to have independent knowledge of the Madrid 
meetings, three (Madani, Durrani, and Rupp) 
testified under oath that they had no knowl- 
edge of the meetings. The Task Force found 
the testimony of Babayan and Ben-Menashe to 
be wholly lacking of any credibility. In addition, 
the Task Force found that other evidence said 
to support the Madrid meetings was either of 
limited probative value or inconsistent with 
credible evidence which indicated that the 
meetings had not occurred. For example, the 
hotel records, which could be said to corrobo- 
rate the presence of Jamshid Hashemi in 
Madrid are not by themselves proof of any 
other individuafs presence when balanced 
against other evidence. Telephone toll records 
from Cyrus Hashemi and his attorney, as well 
as his attorney’s notes, renders unlikely Cyrus 
Hashemi’s presence in Madrid. Similarly, the 
Task Force found no evidence establishing that 
Reagan campaign manager William J. Casey 
was in Madrid rather than in London attending 
a conference. Furthermore, overwhelming evi- 
dence indicates that the preceding weekend 
(July 25 to July 27, 1980) Casey attended the 
Bohemian Grove encampment and then flew^ to 
London; arriving on July 28 and remaining in 
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London until he returned to the United States 
on July 29, 1980. 

With respect to the allegation that the L’En- 
fant Plaza meeting was for the purpose of dis- 
cussing an October Surprise deal, the Task 
Force concluded that those allegations by Hou- 
shang Lavi and Ari Ben-Menashe, concerning 
their participation in and description of the 
meeting, are internally inconsistent and not 
credible. The testimony of Lavi’s attorney, 
Mitchell Rogovin, as well as Rogovin’s contem- 
poraneous notes, further undercut Lavi’s asser- 
tion that he participated in this meeting. Fur- 
thermore, the testimony of Lavi and Ben-Men- 
ashe is inconsistent with the more credible tes- 
timony of Richard Allen, Laurence Silberman 
and Robert McFarlane as to who was present 
and what actually happened in the meeting. 

With regard to three additional meetings al- 
leged to have occurred in 1980 and 1981 be- 
tween certain Reagan campaign officials and 
Iranians at different hotels in New York, Wash- 
ington, and London, the Task Force found no 
credible evidence as to the Washington and 
New York meetings and insufficient credible 
evidence as to the London meeting. The Task 
Force found the uncorroborated testimony as 
to each of the meetings to be the product of a 
non-credible source. The testimony was wholly 
inconsistent with the more credible testimony 
of those alleged to have been there and the cir- 
cumstantial evidence strongly suggested that 
the alleged participants were elsewhere. In one 
of these instances, in fact, the source denied 
ever alleging the meeting took place. 

Finally, in certain limited instances, the Task 
Force encountered evidence relating to possi- 
ble communications between Republicans and 
Iranians in 1980 from sources that were either 
credible or whose credibility could not be as- 
sessed. In those instances, the probative value 
of the evidence was so limited that it did not 
tend to either support or undermine the occur- 
rence of the possible communication. For ex- 
ample, it is worth noting that with regard to 
the meeting alleged to have taken place in 
Paris, discussed in this Report, the Task Force 
reviewed evidence of possible contacts between 
Republicans and Iranians offered in the public 
statements and writings of Sadegh Ghotbzadeh. 
It also spoke to those individuals with whom 
Ghotbzadeh himself had spoken about these al- 
leged contacts. While the Task Force could not 


directly assess Ghotbzadeh’s credibility, the 
Task Force determined that the basis for his 
beliefs may well be irrelevant to the October 
Surprise allegations. That is, as discussed fully 
in Section VII of the Report, Ghotbzadeh most 
probably was referring to earlier non-hostage 
related contacts made by Henry Kissinger and/ 
or David Rockefeller on behalf of the Shah, and 
not by William Casey on behalf of the Reagan 
Presidential campaign when he spoke of Re- 
publican contacts. Thus, while Ghotbzadeh’s 
statements may well be credible, they remain 
subject to interpretation. What is certain, is 
that he never offered corroborative evidence to 
those with whom he spoke and the Task Force 
found none. Accordingly, the Task Force con- 
cludes that there is wholly insufficient credible 
evidence to support the allegations of contacts 
between Republicans and Iranians. 

(2) There is no credible evidence support- 
ing any attempt or proposal to attempt, by 
the Reagan Presidential Campaign — or per- 
sons representing or associated with the cam- 
paign — to delay the release of the American 
hostages in Iran. 

Several individuals have alleged that William 
Casey and other Reagan campaign officials en- 
gaged in discussions with Iranians calculated to 
delay the release of the American hostages 
until after the 1980 election. These discussions 
are said to have occurred primarily in a series 
of meetings in Paris in October 1980. 

The Task Force questioned under oath the 
witnesses who claimed to have relevant knowl- 
edge of these alleged meetings and reviewed 
any documentary evidence purporting to sup- 
port the existence of these meetings. The Task 
Force found no credible evidence that the 
meetings took place as alleged. Particularly, the 
Task Force has found the testimony of those 
individuals claiming personal knowledge of the 
meetings to lack credibility. 

The Task Force identified and investigated 
various allegations of an October meeting in 
Paris between representatives of the Reagan 
campaign and of the Iranian government. One 
of the most prominent accounts is attributed by 
numerous reporters and journalists to Ari Ben- 
Menashe. Another account has been given by 
Richard Brenneke. Variations have also been 
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given by Jamshid Hashemi, Houshang Lavi and 
others. 

Ari Ben-Menashe made several allegations 
that proved to be factually incorrect. Documen- 
tary evidence showed that Ben-Menashe was 
not in Paris during the time period he had al- 
leged. Brenneke’s accounts of the meetings 
also were disproved by forensically examined 
documentary evidence that showed that he too 
was not in Paris during the period alleged. 
When deposed under oath by the Task Force, 
Jamshid Hashemi denied that he had any 
knowledge of a Paris meeting, that he had ever 
been told about a meeting, and that he had 
ever meant to say that he had such knowledge, 
even though numerous reputable journalists 
had attributed the story to him. Lavi’s assertion 
that he and Cyrus Hashemi were in Paris is re- 
futed by authorized wiretaps and the diary of 
Mitchell Rogovin, Lavi’s lawyer. The testimony 
of others claiming personal knowledge of these 
events was impeached either by documentary 
evidence or, in the case of one, by an admis- 
sion that he had fabricated his stor>\ In addi- 
tion to the absence of corroborative evidence 
to support them, their accounts are riddled 
with internal inconsistencies and are contradict- 
ed by a considerable amount of credible docu- 
mentary evidence. The Task Force also found 
credible, consistent and corroborated Secret 
Service evidence demonstrating that V^ice Presi- 
dential candidate George Bush was in Washing- 
ton on the weekend in question, not in Paris, as 
has been alleged. Similarly, the presence of 
Donald Gregg in the United States rather than 
in Paris, as has been alleged, was verified 
during the investigation. 

Finally, the Task Force concludes that to the 
extent there was any supporting evidence pro- 
vided by parlies claiming to have heard state- 
ments from others about such meetings, the in- 
formation was either of limited probative value 
or far less compelling than the more credible 
evidence which suggested that the meetings 
had not occurred. Accordingly, the Task Force 
has concluded that there is no credible evi- 
dence supporting these delay allegations. 

(3) There is substantial credible evidence 
that individuals associated with the 1980 
Reagan Presidential campaign did acquire 
and or disseminate infoimatwn relating to 
actions being taken or considered by the 
United States government to obtain the re- 


lease of the Americans being held as hostages 
in Iran. 

The Task Force has found that a number of 
Reagan Presidential Campaign staff members 
had obtained and/or disseminated information 
relating to actions being taken or considered by 
the United States government to obtain the re- 
lease of the Americans being held as hostages 
in Iran. But the Task Force found no credible 
evidence that these campaign aides illegally 
sought or disseminated classified information. 

The record further demonstrates that the 
Reagan campaign was very concerned with the 
impact a release of the hostages before the No- 
vember election would have on the American 
electorate. Thus, they established both formal 
and informal working groups that concentrated 
on hostage related issues. Additionally, the 
Reagan campaign perceived that President 
Carter had manipulated the timing of a press 
statement on the hostage situation for political 
gain during the April 1980 Wisconsin primary. 
To insure that the hostage issue would not 
upset their campaign strategy, the Reagan cam- 
paign undertook a series of activities to remain 
abreast of the Carter administration's hostage- 
related activities. Included among the Reagan 
campaign activities was the purposeful monitor- 
ing of public source information concerning 
the hostage crisis. Reagan-Bush campaign for- 
eign policy advisors often spoke with their 
counterparts in the executive branch to learn 
what information they could. In addition to 
monitoring information of developments con- 
cerning the hostage crisis, the campaign staff 
additionally conducted visual monitoring of 
certain military locations to determine whether 
it could detect any activities suggesting either a 
possible rescue mission, staging for the hos- 
tages’ return, or shipment of military equip- 
ment in exchange for the hostages’ release. 
The Reagan campaign staff also obtained non- 
public information regarding a variety of issues 
including the Iran-Iraq war, a possible second 
rescue mission, and the location of the hos- 
tages. The Task Force has found no credible 
evidence that these activities were illegal. 

The Majority believes that legitimate ques- 
tions can be raised about the campaign staff s 
failure to notify U.S. government officials about 
the receipt of certain “over the transom’’ con- 
veyances of information, and about the trans- 
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mission of this information to selected media 
outlets to influence reporting on activities of 
the Carter administration. But, the Task Force 
found that none of the information received or 
disseminated was acquired or passed on for the 
purpose of undermining the Carter administra- 
tion’s efforts to gain the release of the hos- 
tages. Although the Majority believes that an 
argument can be made that some materials that 
were disseminated had an unintended impact 
on the hostage negotiations, the Task Force 
found insufficient credible evidence suggesting 
that Reagan campaign officials willfully re- 
ceived, obtained or disseminated classified in- 
formation, the release of which might have 
jeopardized either the conducting of American 
foreign policy or the release of the hostages. 

(4) There is no credible evidence of any 
link between any sales or transmittals of 
U.S. arms, spare parts or other assistance to 
Iran with the release of American hostages in 
Iran. 

The central, and unifying allegation, among 
those the Task Force investigated was that the 
Iranians received arms from, or through, the 
Reagan Administration as a quid pro quo for de- 
laying the release of the hostages. The Task 
Force investigated the specific transactions 
cited by the accusers, as well as the records of 
the various government agencies involved in 
maintaining and participating in all other arms 
transactions involving Iran in the pertinent 
time period. Based on this extensive review, 
the Task Force has concluded that there is no 
credible evidence linking the release of the hos- 
tages to any arms transactions with Iran. 

First, as to the credibility of those alleging a 
link between the two, these witnesses were 
found to be unworthy of belief as to their alle- 
gations regarding arms sales. Further, in some 
cases, these accusers were contradicted by inde- 
pendent documentary evidence. 

With respect to those arms transactions sup- 
posedly linked to the hostages, the Task Force 
interviewed and deposed most of the principles 
involved in those transactions. These individ- 
uals specifically denied any knowledge linking 
their sale with the hostages, and described the 
events surrounding each transaction in such a 
way as to obviate the possibility of linkage. 
That is, all of the participants in the October 
23, 1980 sale of F-4 tires by Israel to Iran testi- 


fied that this sale was a small part of a larger 
series of private arms deals the purpose of 
which was to make money for the arms brokers. 
They had no hostage-related ulterior motive 
for the sale. The Task Force found their testi- 
mony credible. 

Moreover, the Task Force through its docu- 
mentary evidence gathering process was able to 
review the United States government agency 
records relating to Iranian arms transactions 
during relevant periods. Interviews relating 
thereto clearly demonstrate that the myriad in- 
telligence, defense, and foreign service person- 
nel monitoring such transactions found no evi- 
dence of the quid pro quo'' alleged. 

Indeed, in the one instance in October 1980 
where the Iranians had the opportunity to 
obtain military spare parts, among the other 
assets which President Carter would unfreeze 
upon the release of the hostages, they refused 
to pursue the opportunity despite the pressures 
of the Iraqi war. In the absence of credible evi- 
dence of a better deal by the Republicans, 
Iran’s refusal to deal with the United States 
strongly suggests that the release of the hos- 
tages was a political decision inextricably linked 
to an array of complex internal factors. 

Finally, the Task Force reviewed extensive 
cable traffic between the State Department and 
the U.S. Embassy in Israel, as well as the Em- 
bassy’s contacts with the Israeli government, in 
an effort to determine whether the Reagan Ad- 
ministration might have secretly authorized 
Israel to facilitate post-release arms deals with 
Iran as a quid pro quo. This documentary review, 
combined with the sworn testimony of key 
Reagan and Carter administration officials, in- 
cluding career senior State Department officials 
and intelligence officers, conclusively estab- 
lished that the Reagan Administration upheld 
the arms embargo with Iran and encouraged its 
allies to do the same. An internal Israeli inves- 
tigation conducted for the Task Force, corrobo- 
rated the Task Force’s findings. The Task 
Force concluded that arms transactions of the 
kind suggested by the allegations could not 
have occurred without many career intelligence 
and foreign affairs officers learning about 
them. Accordingly, the Task Force finds no 
credible evidence to support this allegation. 

(5) There is no credible eindence of any 
actions being taken by Reagan campaign of 
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finals to keep any communications or actions 
from being revealed to the Government of the 
United States, other than in one instance 
about which the Majority and Minority dis- 
agree. 

Allegations that Reagan campaign officials 
covered up certain communications or actions 
have been less central to the key allegations 
which prompted this investigation. A number 
of discrete events could be included under the 
umbrella of this mandate. As to those, the Task 
Force has concluded that these acts, in and of 
themselves, cannot convincingly be said to have 
been performed for the ulterior motive of con- 
cealing information of a supposed October Sur- 
prise deal or denying the U.S. government of 
information to which it was objectively entitled. 

For example, it has been alleged that certain 
Reagan Administration law enforcement deci- 
sions (i.e., the termination in 1981 of the FBI’s 
electronic surveillance of the Hashemi broth- 
ers, and the dismissing of the indictment 
against Jamshid Hashemi), were intended to 
cover up an October Surprise deal. Interviews 
with the principals involved, as well as a thor- 
ough review of the relevant documents, led the 
Task Force to conclude that these decisions 
were made for legitimate law enforcement rea- 
sons. 

It has also been alleged that the sudden 
death of Cyrus Hashemi in 1986 was actually 
an assassination by an American Customs agent 
to prevent Cyrus from revealing the Reagan 
Campaign’s 1980 arms for hostages deal. 
Again, as with the other law enforcement 
issues, there is no credible evidence to support 
this allegation and there is overwhelming evi- 


dence indicating that Cyrus Hashemi’s death 
was, in fact, caused by natural causes. 

In one instance, the Majority Members of the 
Task Force believe that Reagan campaign offi- 
cials received information at the L’Enfant Plaza 
Hotel which should have been brought to the 
attention of the U.S. government, and that 
their failure to do so constitutes some credible 
evidence of “an action being taken ... to keep 
[that information] from being revealed.’’ On 
the other hand, given the nature and contents 
of this conversation, the Minority Members of 
the Task Force neither believe that these indi- 
viduals were required by any objective standard 
to bring that information to the attention of the 
U.S. government, nor that their failure to do so 
constituted an “action’’ to conceal that infor- 
mation from the U.S. government. Regardless, 
both the Majority and Minority agree that con- 
trary to what has been alleged, the purpose of 
the L’Enfant Plaza meeting was not connected 
to any attempt to affect the release of the 
American hostages. 

Otherwise, both the Majority and Minority 
agree that there is no credible evidence indicat- 
ing Reagan campaign officials kept communica- 
tions of the kind described in the mandate 
from U.S. government officials. 

Endnotes 

1. The Task Force was denied entry into Iran. Israel conducted 
its own investigation after consulting with the Task Force. The 
results of its inquiry’ were forwarded to Task Force counsel. 

2. For the purposes of this report, the Task Force considered 
the evidence of the Paris meeting in the section involving at- 
tempts to delay the release of the hostages (Section 2). This 
placement, while somewhat arbitrary, was made because the Paris 
meetings have always been alleged to have been the time at 
which the decision to delay the release date in exchange for 
promises of military equipment was finalized. 
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III. Standard of Review and Memorandum 

of Understanding 


A. Standard of Review 


The principal allegations that were the focus 
of this investigation are extraordinarily serious 
and strike at the heart of the constitutional 
government of this country. The suggestion, in 
essence, that leaders of one of the two princi- 
pal political parties would even attempt to 
“steal” a presidential election by seeking to 
prolong incarceration of fellow American citi- 
zens by foreign terrorists is little short of out- 
right treachery. If true, it would not only call 
into question the legitimacy of an entire presi- 
dency, but expose a series of heinous acts un- 
paralleled in the history of the American politi- 
cal system. While such conduct might be ex- 
pected in certain dark corners of the world, 
they would be wholly beyond the wildest ex- 
cesses in our constitutional history. 

Similarly, if these same principal allegations 
were not true, the cloud that settled over the 
reputations of those alleged to have been in- 
volved must be lifted. 

Accordingly, in evaluating the testimonial 
and documentary evidence gathered to deter- 
mine whether there was any credible evidence 
lending to support these allegations, the Task 
Force was very careful to determine: 

1. Whether the evidence was from a 
credible source; 

2. Whether the evidence was inde- 
pendently corroborated; 

3. Whether the evidence was handi- 
capped by internal inconsistencies; 

4. Whether the evidence was incon- 
sistent with other more credible evi- 
dence; and 


5. Whether the evidence had limited 
probative value. 

Moreover, the Task Force particularly fo- 
cused on certain contemporaneous documenta- 
ry evidence, the creation and contents of which 
were clearly independent and relevant to the 
events alleged. The Task Force was particularly 
mindful of the extensive collective law enforce- 
ment experience of its professional staff in 
evaluating the testimony, motives and conduct 
of those witnesses who had made substantial al- 
legations in this matter after they had been 
either indicted, tried or incarcerated by the 
American criminal justice system. That same 
collective experience made us sensitive to the 
regularly occurring phenomena of multiple wit- 
nesses to the same event describing that event 
differently based on their own powers of recol- 
lection, perception and biases. The most diffi- 
cult witness to evaluate is the one who is telling 
the truth, but for a variety of reasons, may be 
mistaken as to the facts they are describing. 

Because this was not a criminal investigation, 
the Task Force did not concern itself with judg- 
ing these allegations utilizing evidentiary stand- 
ards of admissibility or burdens of proof 
beyond a reasonable doubt. Rather, it focused 
on collecting and evaluating whatever evidence 
it could obtain relating to these allegations in 
an effort to determine if there was any credible 
evidence tending to support these allegations, 
and if so, how much. In the course of that 
process, the Task Force only reached a conclu- 
sion or made a finding after determining that 
there was substantial credible evidence to sup- 
port it. 

As we indicated in our executive summary, 
the Task Force did not believe it would serve a 
useful purpose or satisfy common sense by 
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trying to “prove a negative.” In other words, 
the Task Force set out to locate, review and 
analyze all evidence tending to show certain al- 
leged activities occurred. We did not try to 
show that under no circumstances did the al- 
leged activities not occur. 

B. Memorandum of 
U nderstanding 

To enable the Task Force to conduct a thor- 
ough, independent, and professional investiga- 
tion, the chairman and ranking minority 
member asked the Departments of Justice and 
the Treasury to assign six experienced, special 
agents to the investigation. These agents pro- 
vided outstanding support to the Task Force. 
In an effort to ensure that the inquiry would be 
conducted in as bipartisan a manner as possi- 
ble, chief counsel and chief minority counsel 
agreed to a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) with respect to the utilization of the 
agents detailed to the Task Force.' The MOU 


provided that the investigators assigned by Jus- 
tice and Treasury would be a joint resource. It 
was also agreed that, all assignments to the in- 
vestigators of the chief counsel and/or the 
chief minority counsel, would, for administra- 
tive purposes be made either by or through the 
chief counsel. In all cases, however, the chief 
counsel would provide timely notice to chief 
minority counsel of all investigative assign- 
ments. The MOU further provided that inter- 
views would be conducted under oath only at 
the direction of the chief counsel upon consul- 
tation with the chief minority counsel, and that 
the schedule of interviews would be provided 
by the parties with sufficient advance notice to 
ensure attendance by both sides. Finally, the 
MOU provided that the investigators’ interview 
reports would be completed expeditiously and 
would be furnished both to minority and ma- 
jority staff simultaneously. 

Endnote 

‘ Sre App. at 4-5. 
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IV. Evidence Gathering and Investigative 

Process 


A. Testimony 

The overwhelming majority of the testimony 
was taken under oath. Both majority and mi- 
nority staff counsel were present at all inter- 
views and depositions. The testimony was 
either preserved by tape recorder or was tran- 
scribed by a certified court reporter provided 
by the Office of Official Reporters to Commit- 
tees of the House of Representatives. Testimo- 
ny was taken in either of two formats. Prelimi- 
nary “discovery” inquiries were conducted in a 
less formal interview format, many under oath. 
Depositions were taken in a more formal ques- 
tion and answer format. The Task Force staff 
interviewed 230 individuals. 

The Subcommittee on Near Eastern and 
South Asian Affairs of the United States Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations authorized a 
limited investigation pursuant to a formally 
adopted “Guiding Principles for Investigation.” 
To the extent appropriate, the Task Force co- 
ordinated its efforts with those of the Senate 
staff, primarily to avoid unnecessary duplication 
of effort, to lessen inconvenience to witnesses 
and generally to maximize efficiency and econ- 
omy. To the extent that the Task Force and 
Senate investigators conducted joint interviews 
and shared information, the cooperation was 
effected in a manner consistent with this Task 
Force mandate and Rules. In addition, the Task 
Force had access to all the testimony taken by 
the Senate. We are grateful to the Senate staff 
for their assistance, diligence and analysis. 

B. Documents 


Documents were obtained from Federal 
agencies and from private individuals. Docu- 
ments are identified by the name of the source 


and type of document. All documents received 
by the Task Force were stamped with a Bates 
identification number. 

The Task Force sought relevant documents 
and information from various federal agencies. 
Nearly all the federal agencies contacted by the 
Task Force cooperated expeditiously with doc- 
ument requests. 

Much of the information and documents 
sought by the Task Force had been created 
during 1979 and 1980. The October Surprise 
allegations did not surface until the mid-1980’s, 
however. Because of the long evolution of the 
October Surprise story, executive branch agen- 
cies did not begin to organize their relevant in- 
formation and documents in a manner consist- 
ent with the concerns of the Task Force until 
late 1991 in response to requests from either 
the Task Force or the White House Interagen- 
cy October Surprise Working Group estab- 
lished by the White House in 1991 prior to the 
formal creation of the House October Surprise 
Task Force. The Task Force attempted to ac- 
quire from executive branch agencies all of the 
documents which they transmitted to the White 
House Inter-Agency Working Group on the 
October Surprise. 

The Task Force also obtained an historical 
chronology of the internal politics of Iran pre- 
pared by an independent scholar, with review 
and assistance by a number of other Iranian ex- 
perts.' The chronology provided an historical 
context essential for understanding the events 
and conduct evaluated by the Task Force. The 
Task Force elected to have the chronology pre- 
pared by an independent scholar in order to 
ensure its objectivity. Many Task Force wit- 
nesses linked their testimony to events in Iran. 
The chronology gave the Task Force an inde- 
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pendent baseline from which to evaluate wit- 
ness statements. 

1. Acquisition of Classified and 
Non-Classified Federal 
Goverment Documents 

The Task Force sought relevant documents 
from numerous federal agencies. Although the 
pace and scope of cooperation varied by 
agency, most were generally cooperative, with 
some committing substantial resources to assist 
the Task Force. 

The Task Force initially submitted written re- 
quests to Federal agencies based on informa- 
tion available in the public record. The agen- 
cies identified responsive documents and, with 
few exceptions, made them available for review. 
Security arrangements were made for review of 
classified documents. As the investigation pro- 
gressed and the Task Force discovered new in- 
formation, written or oral requests for addi- 
tional documents were made. The Task Force 
also deposed relevant agency personnel regard- 
ing the nature and contents of many of the 
documents. 

Some agencies permitted the Task Force to 
retain copies of pertinent documents, others 
did not. Review of highly classified documents 
was difficult logistically because the Task Force 
did not have a secure facility for storage of 
such documents until mid-December. As a 
result, staff were required to go to agency of- 
fices to review the documents or to rely on 
agency security personnel to bring documents 
to the Task Force office for review. 

Upon the conclusion of the Task Force’s 
business, most classified materials will be re- 
turned to their originating agencies. Task Force 
materials which contain classified information 
will become the records of the House Perma- 
nent Select Committee on Intelligence. 

This report was reviewed by relevant agen- 
cies for disclosure of classified material. Where 
disclosure was a possibility, an effort was made 
to provide the relevant information in unclassi- 
fied form. Pertinent classified information is 
preserved in the Classified Appendix. 

a. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) 

The Central Intelligence Agency was highly 
responsive to requests for information and doc- 
uments from the Task Force. The CIA provid- 


ed unrestricted access by a limited number of 
Task Force staff to a wide variety of requested 
materials, including files maintained on several 
individuals relevant to the October Surprise al- 
legations as well as internal memoranda and 
cables regarding various October Surprise re- 
lated events. The open access provided by the 
CIA enabled the Task Force to assess meaning- 
fully the credibility of the information provid- 
ed. The CIA also made numerous current and 
former Agency employees available to the Task 
Force for interviews or depositions. The Task 
Force reviewed agency files on over 85 individ- 
uals, as well as sensitive operational files. The 
Task Force reviewed well over 5,000 pages of 
CIA documents. The combination of unedited 
access to documents and unrestricted access to 
current and former personnel was of substan- 
tial assistance to the Task Force. 

b. Department of Defense (DOD) 

Approximately 17,000 documents from 47 
DOD organizations were provided to the Task 
Force for review. At the Task Force’s request, 
DOD allowed the Task Force to retain copies 
of approximately 680 documents. 

(i) Xational Security Agency (XSA) 

The National Security Agency also respond- 
ed fully and completely to Task Force requests, 
making available thousands of pages of unre- 
dacted, highly-classified material. This material 
provided significant corroboration to some 
Task Force conclusions. The agency also freely 
made available its relevant personnel to assist 
in our search and analysis. 

( it ) Defense Intelligence Agency ( DIA ) 

The Defense Department permitted the Task 
Force to review DIA reports that described al- 
leged Iranian arms transactions. These reports 
assisted the Task Force in identifying over 25 
countries from which arms were directly or in- 
directly sold to Iran. 

c. Department of Justice (DOJ) 

The Task Force was granted access to rele- 
vant files from the Department of Justice relat- 
ing to legal proceedings involving Richard 
Brenneke, Dirk StofIberg, Reiner Jacobi, Ari 
Ben-Menashe and the Hashemi brothers. The 
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Justice Department also made personnel avail- 
able for informal interviews concerning the 
handling of certain cases. The Department 
maintained its highly rigid prohibition based 
upon a standing precedent regarding deposi- 
tions from line prosecutors, but was responsive 
to acceptable alternatives. 

( i) Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) 

No agency was more responsive to document 
requests or provided more personnel assistance 
than the FBI. The Task Force made numerous 
requests to the FBI and all were promptly ad- 
dressed with complete professionalism. FBI in- 
formation reviewed by the Task Force included 
investigative files on Cyrus Hashemi, Jamshid 
Hashemi, and numerous other persons who 
said they witnessed or participated in October 
Surprise-related events. 

The FBI also made available investigative 
files concerning its 1983-1984 investigation of 
the theft of the 1980 Carter campaign debate 
book. The Task Force reviewed the relevant 
portions of those investigative files and found it 
extremely valuable especially where interviews 
on relevant areas took place much closer in 
time to the events in question. 

In addition, as discussed throughout this 
report, the FBI made records and analysis of its 
electronic surveillance logs and tapes of Cyrus 
Hashemi and others available to the Task Force 
as well as making available its forensic analysis 
laboratories. 

d. Department of State 

The Task Force submitted numerous docu- 
ment requests to the Department of State and 
reviewed well over 100,000 documents relating 
to the hostage crisis. The Task Force retained 
over 18,000 documents for further analysis. 
Documents reviewed included daily situation 
reports for the White House, documents relat- 
ing to hostage negotiations, documents relating 
to United States policy regarding sale of arms 
to Iran, intelligence reports on arms shipments 
to Iran, cable traffic to and from United States 
embassies, internal memoranda and numerous 
telexes and handwritten notes. The State De- 
partment also assisted in locating retired per- 
sonnel and arranging for those interviews and 
present employees as well. 


e. Department of Treasury 

The Department of the Treasury was the 
least responsive executive branch agency for 
the Task Force to deal with on document re- 
quests. Treasury’s treatment of requests for 
Secret Service records was on occasion unnec- 
essarily cumbersome. Its refusal to make some 
of the Secret Service agents available for inter- 
views slowed the work of the Task Force. 

The Task Force believes that the discrete 
issue of vice-presidential candidate George 
Bush’s whereabouts in October, 1980 could 
have been more simply and easily resolved 
early in the investigation had the Treasury De- 
partment directed the Secret Service to re- 
spond in a more timely fashion to Task Force 
requests. Negotiations finally resulted in a com- 
promise which permitted a final and conclusive 
resolution of the allegation that George Bush 
was in Paris in October, 1980. The Task Force 
was sensitive to the security concerns of the 
United States Secret Service and would not un- 
dermine or diminish that function in any way. 
Nonetheless, the Task Force found the Secret 
Service to be unnecessarily difficult to deal 
with, even in light of those security concerns. 

(i) Customs Seiuice 

The response by Treasury to requests for 
Gustoms Service documents was also unaccept- 
able. While the Customs Service assisted the 
Task Force by assigning extremely capable in- 
vestigative personnel to the Task Force, its re- 
sponsiveness to document requests was gener- 
ally inadequate. Several of the most important 
participants in the alleged October Surprise 
events were subjects of, or sources for, Cus- 
toms Service investigations. The Customs Serv- 
ice refused to provide the Task Force copies of 
its source files involving Cyrus Hashemi and 
Hushang Lavi, despite the fact that both men 
have been dead for some time. This refusal was 
particularly disappointing in light of the fact 
that the Central Intelligence Agency permitted 
the Task Force to review unredacted source 
files of far greater sensitivity. Access to the ap- 
propriate case agents for interview avoided any 
depreciation of our conclusions, but limiting or 
denying access to the contemporaneous 
records of those agents was unnecessary. 
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f. Federal Eleirtion Commission (FEC) 

The Task Force requested and received ex- 
penditure reports filed by the 1980 Reagan- 
Bush campaign from the FEC. 

g. General Accounting Office (GAO) 

The GAO gave the Task Force access to in- 
vestigative files relating to its preliminary in- 
quiry into allegations by Richard Brenneke that 
(ieorge Bush and others were in Paris in Octo- 
ber 1980. These files included reports of inter- 
views with relevant witnesses and reports of the 
results of other investigative efforts. The Task 
Force reviewed those files and retained copies 
of relevant documents. 

h. House of Representatives Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service 
Subcommittee on Human Resources 
("The Albosta Committee") 

The Task Force reviewed the report of the 
Albosta Committee’s investigation of the theft 
of the Carter campaign debate book. In addi- 
tion, the Task Force had access to the original 
files of the “Albosta Committee” which were in 
the possession of former Congressman Donald 
Albosta at his farm in Michigan, as well as 
counsel to his committee. We understand that 
the Committee on Post Office and Ci' il Service 
will be responding to that issue when the 103rd 
Congress convenes in January, 1993. 

i. National Security Council (NSC) 

After some delay, the National Security 
Council ultimately provided documents re- 
quested by the Task Force. The Task Force re- 
viewed thousands of NSC documents, which 
were housed at the Carter and Reagan librar- 
ies. The NSC’s security procedures were, in 
some instances in the view of the Task Force, 
unnecessarily burdensome. 

j. Office of the Independent Counsel 
(Iran-Contra) 

The Independent Counsel’s Office respond- 
ed in a timely fashion to the Task Force’s re- 
quests to review files for information relevant 
to the October Surprise allegations. Two vol- 
umes of material were reviewed by the Task 
Force. In addition, attorneys employed by the 
Independent Counsel were fully responsive to 
Task Force requests for assistance. 


k. Senate Intelligence Committee 

The Senate Select Committee on Intelli- 
gence, which is the repository for tens of thou- 
sands of Iran-contra documents was extremely 
responsive to the Task Force and helpful in its 
work. 

2. Acquisition and Review of 
Electronic Media 

a. FBI Tapes of Surveillance of Cyrus 
Hashemi 

From September 24, 1980 until February 12, 
1981, the FBI maintained extensive electronic 
surveillance of Cyrus Hashemi’s office and 
other locations. Pursuant to this surveillance, 
the FBI recorded approximately 21,000 conver- 
sations,^ totalling nearly 1,800 hours. 

The surveillance was initially ordered to in- 
vestigate allegations that Cyrus Hashemi was 
involved in the July 22, 1980 assassination of 
Ali Akbar Tabatabai, a former Iranian diplo- 
mat. Ali Akbar Tabatabai had previously told 
the FBI that Cyrus Hashemi and his brother 
Reza were utilizing the United States bank they 
operated (First Gulf Bank and Trust) to chan- 
nel Iranian government funds to Khomeini’s 
secret police and intelligence operatives in the 
United States.^ Following Ali Akbar Tabatabai’s 
assassination, the FBI heard from a reliable 
source that Hashemi had instructed that Taba- 
tabai be assassinated and had financed the op- 
eration through his bank.^ 

On August 29, 1980, the FBI applied for an 
order under the Foreign Surveillance Intelli- 
gence Act (FISA) authorizing electronic surveil- 
lance of Hashemi’s office and other locations.® 
Surveillance authority was granted for 90 days.® 

Although the FBI discovered no evidence re- 
lating to the assassination allegations, the FBI 
did find that Hashemi was engaged in other in- 
telligence activities, including the illegal pro- 
curement of military equipment for Iran and ef- 
forts to locate the assets of the Shah of Iran.*^ 
Based on this information, the FBI sought and 
received a 90-day extension of the authority for 
the FISA surveillance on November 23, 1980.®*® 
The surveillance was discontinued in February 
1981. 

All the tapes from the FBI surveillance of 
Cyrus Hashemi were made available to the 
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Task Force.'' The FBI listened to and analyzed 
every tape in its possession, provided tran- 
scripts of relevant tapes, and translated many 
conversations from Farsi and other languages. 
Every tape was made concurrently available to 
the Task Force for its own review and analysis. 
Additionally, the FBI also reviewed other FISA 
surveillance that was taking place during this 
period of time and potentially related to the 
October Surprise allegations. These reviews 
also provided helpful material. The FBI, in 
conjunction with Task Force staff, created a 
calendar of Cyrus Hashemi’s whereabouts 
based on the information derived from the sur- 
veillance. This information has been incorpo- 
rated into the Task Force’s report. The Task 
Force is especially grateful to the FBI for its co- 
operation and assistance throughout the course 
of this investigation. 

3. Acquisition of Documents at 
Presidential Libraries 

a. Carter Library 

TTie Task Force sought to review presidential 
records at the Carter Presidential Library. The 
majority of the materials sought were classified 
and approval for Task Force access was re- 
quired from the numerous government agen- 
cies. Approval was ultimately granted and Task 
Force investigators reviewed thousands of clas- 
sified documents relating to the hostage situa- 
tion, including the files of the president and 
the National Security Council. These files in- 
cluded correspondence between and intelli- 
gence reports from other domestic and foreign 
governmental agencies. 

President Carter and the personnel at the 
Carter Library were extremely cooperative and 
made every effort to assist the Task Force. 

b. Reagan Library 

The Reagan-Bush 1980 campaign documents 
are housed at the Ronald Reagan Presidential 
Library in Simi Valley, California. These are 
non-presidential records and, at this time, are 
not open to the public. The Task Force was re- 
quired to and did request President Reagan’s 
permission to review these documents. After 
several efforts to agree on the parameters of 
the document review with the President’s attor- 


ney, consent to review the documents at the Li- 
brary was provided by Mr. Reagan’s attorney. 

The Task Force reviewed thousands of docu- 
ments and is confident that it had access to all 
campaign materials at the library. Most senior 
campaign officials, including William Casey and 
Richard Allen, did not turn over their own doc- 
uments for storage at the Reagan Library. 

The Task Force also sought to review perti- 
nent presidential records in the library’s hold- 
ings. Most of the documents requested were 
classified and, after appropriate security meas- 
ures were agreed upon, the Task Force was 
able to review those records. 

Personnel at the Reagan Library were ex- 
tremely cooperative and accommodating. 

4. Acquisition of Privately Held 
Documents 

Throughout the course of the investigation, 
all non-governmental witnesses interviewed 
were asked whether they were in the possession 
of documentary evidence that could support 
their testimony. In the case of former officials 
from either the Carter or Reagan administra- 
tions, the answer was generally negative, be- 
cause most relevant documents were retained 
by the government. In the case of journalists, 
several were willing to furnish copies of docu- 
ments they had collected in the course of their 
own investigations, while others were only will- 
ing to summarize the content of what they had 
discovered. Most foreign private citizens, 
former government officials of Iran, and for- 
eign journalists most expressed a willingness to 
share whatever documents they possessed. The 
Task Force received several hundred pages of 
documents requiring translation by the Library 
of Congress.'^ Finally, the Task Force staff ob- 
tained many public documents available 
through the Lexis/Nexis computer network, the 
Foreign Broadcast Information Service (FBIS), 
the Library of Congress, and Iran specialists 
many of whom possessed newspapers, pam- 
phlets, and other documents written contempo- 
raneously with the events under investigation. 

The Task Force sought access to the full 
panoply of corroborative documents that would 
normally be sought in a criminal investigation, 
including copies of credit card receipts; travel 
records; frequent flyer mileage records; bank 
account information; hotel records; telephone 
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records; and travel reimbursement receipts 
from private employers and the Reagan cam- 
paign. Unfortunately, many of the categories of 
records described above are destroyed in the 
routine course of business between seven and 
ten years after they are created. Because we 
were investigating events alleged to have oc- 
curred 12 years ago, we were unable to obtain 
a number of potentially valuable records. 

a. Cyrus Hashemi 

The Task Force sought numerous documents 
generated by or concerning Cyrus Hashemi. As 
with many other aspects of the inquiry, the pas- 
sage of time significantly limited the Task 
Force’s ability to obtain these documents. 

Among the individuals from whom we sought 
documents were Homa Hashemi. Hashemi’s 
first wife, to whom he was married during the 
1979-1981 period; Stanley Pottinger, Jackson 
Cook, and Jay Springer, who all served as attor- 
neys for Hashemi; William Wachtel and Elliott 
Richardson, counsel who represented Hashemi 
during his investigation by the United States 
Attorneys Office of the Southern District of 
New York; the family of John Shaheen, who 
had a business relationship with Cyrus Ha- 
shemi; and various business associates and/or 
employees of Cyrus Hashemi. 

b. William J. Casey 

The Task Force sought to obtain relevant 
documents that belonged to William J. Casey. 
In particular, the Task Force focused on files 
related to the hostage issue, as well as Mr. 
Casey’s calendars, appointment books, and 
passports for the relevant time period. 
Through the Casey family, the CIA, and others 
who had worked with Mr. Casey, the Task 
Force obtained and reviewed a significant 
number of Mr. Casey’s documents. 

The location of Mr. Casey’s documents over 
the last 12 years has been well documented. 
Like most senior members of the Reagan-Bush 
campaign, Casey did not forward his campaign 
files to the Hoover Institute for storage at the 
Reagan Presidential Library. Mr. Casey kept the 
majority of his campaign files and stored them 
in two safes at his CIA office at the Old Execu- 
tive Office Building. Casey’s secretary at that 
office, Doris Gibbons, indexed those files after 
she began working for Mr. Casey in 1982.'® In 
Ms. Gibbons’ index, there were four items of 


interest to the Task Force: (1) Standard 
Diary — 1980, (2) Monthly Minder — 1980, (3) 
Loose calendar pages — July 24, 1980-Decem- 
ber 18. 1980, and (4) a campaign file marked 
“Hostages”. 

In addition to Ms. Gibbons’ index, there 
were several other indexes made over the years 
which assisted the Task Force in tracking Mr. 
Casey’s documents. In 1984, the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation indexed the Casey files 
during its investigation of the alleged theft of 
government documents and the Carter cam- 
paign debate book. In addition, when the FBI 
sought to review the remaining portion of 
Casey’s personal files from the 1980 campaign 
period which were stored at Mr. Casey’s New 
York law office, they were shipped to Mr. 
Casey’s office at the Old Executive Office 
Building. Prior to their shipment however, the 
law firm also prepared an index.'® The FBI re- 
viewed the law firm files and prepared an index 
of those documents as well. 

In 1987, following Mr. Casey’s resignation as 
Director of the CIA, all the campaign files, in- 
cluding the law firm files, were transferred to 
CIA headquarters at Langley, Virginia.'’ Prior 
to their transfer, Doris Gibbons prepared an- 
other index of the files.'® The campaign files 
and personal files from Mr. Casey’s Langley 
office were sent to the Casey family at their 
home in McLean, Virginia. Some of the files 
stored at the McLean home were later moved 
to the Casey home in Rosslyn Harbor, New 
York.'® The Task Force staff obtained access to 
documents stored at the Casey home in Virgin- 
ia on August 12, 1992 and to the home in New 
York on August 24, 1992. 

(i) Casey's Calendars 

According to the various indexes of the 
Casey files, William Casey maintained three cal- 
endars in 1980: a “Standard Diary”, a “Month- 
ly Minder” and a desk top calendar from 
which, according to the Gibbons index, some 
loose pages were retained. The Task Force 
staff did not find the calendars which were 
listed in the various indexes when reviewing 
the boxes of documents at the Casey homes in 
Virginia or New York. The Task Force’s com- 
parison of the file folders at the Virginia home 
with the Gibbons index indicated that the file 
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folders surrounding the calendars were intact 
in the sequence noted on the index. 

Barbara Hayward, one of Mr. Casey’s secre- 
taries at the Reagan-Bush campaign headquar- 
ters, had reviewed a red hardbound “Standard 
Diar\” for 1980 at the V^irginia home on May 
20, 1991. Hayward informed the Senate For- 
eign Relations Committee that Robert Gray, 
the Director of Communications during the 
campaign, had asked her to review Mr. Casey’s 
files at the McLean house to look for any dia- 
ries relevant to the October Surprise allega- 
tions.^® Upon receiving Mrs. Casey’s consent, 
Hayward reviewed documents at the Virginia 
home. Hayward reported that “there was noth- 
ing in [the calendar] very much’’ and it did not 
“clear up the situation’’. 

Subsequent to the Task Force’s review of 
documents at the Virginia home, Bernadette 
Casey Smith and her husband Owen Smith met 
v\ith Task Force counsel and counsel for the 
Senate Investigation and provided two calen- 
dars and some loose calendar pages from a 
desk calendar originally listed in Mrs. Gibbons’ 
indexes.^ According to Ms. Gibbons’ indexes, 
loose calendar pages for the time period July 
24, 1980 to December 18, 1980 had been kept 
in a file folder in a safe in Casey’s CIA office in 
the Old Executive Office Building. When deliv- 
ered to the Task Force, the following pages 
were missing from the loose calendar pages: 
July 26-27, October 21, October 29, November 
3-11, and November 13. The dates July 26th 
and October 21st are of particular interest to 
the Task Force. The 1980 Monthly Minder 
and the Standard Diary provided by Mrs. Smith 
were completely intact. The relevant informa- 
tion from these calendars was utilized by the 
Task Force to develop a comprehensive ac- 
counting of Casey’s whereabouts during the 
relevant time period.^’ 

The Task Force has not found any evidence 
to explain why the dates identified above are 
missing from the loose calendar pages found in 
Casey’s files. 

(ii) Casey's Passports 

No witness has ever stated that he or she re- 
calls seeing a 1980 passport for William Casey. 
Nonetheless, the Task Force tried to locate his 
1980 passport because it reasonably assumed 
that he possessed one due to several foreign 
trips he took in that time period. In a deposi- 


tion, Mr. Casey’s secretary at CIA headquar- 
ters, Betty Murphy, testified that, following his 
death in 1987 she gave several of Mr. Casey’s 
expired passports as well as a folder labeled 
“Passport” to his widow, Mrs. Sophia Casey. 
She couldn’t recall which passports were in- 
cluded among the ones she gave Mrs. Casey. 
However, Task Force investigators did not find 
any passports in the limited areas to which they 
were given access in the Casey homes in the 
summer of 1992. The Task Force did find an 
empty file folder labeled “Passport”. In her 
deposition, Bernadette Casey Smith testified 
that the family had tried unsuccessfully to 
locate the passports. Mrs. Smith also testified 
that Richard Allen had asked the family to 
locate the passports and that, pursuant to that 
request, she thought Barbara Hayward had 
looked for but was unable to find any passports 
at the Virginia home in 1991.^® 

On December 10, 1992, a Task Force investi- 
gator contacted Mrs. Smith to determine if the 
family had found the passport. Mrs. Smith 
stated that she was just about to call the inves- 
tigator to inform him that she had found two 
passports. Mrs. Smith stated that her husband, 
Owen, had located two of her father’s pass- 
ports in the Virginia home. Thereafter, Mrs. 
Smith mailed two (2) expired passports to the 
Task Force: a tourist passport issued in 1958 
through 1960, and one official passport from 
the CIA issued in 1981 through 1986. The 
Task Force has been unable to locate Mr. 
Casey’s 1980 passport. 

(in) The ''Hostages" File 

The indexes prepared by Doris Gibbons in 
1982 and 1987 at the Old Executive Office 
Building also indicate that Mr. Casey had a 
small file from the campaign labeled “Hos- 
tages.” That file was not included in the FBI 
index of Mr. Casey’s files prepared in August 
of 1983 in the course of the investigation of the 
theft of the Carter debate book. Whether FBI 
agents ever actually saw the “Hostages” file is 
unknown. In any event, sometime after the FBI 
had reviewed his files, Mr. Casey removed 
some documents from the file. 

On the Gibbons’ index, a handwritten note 
by Doris Gibbons indicates that Mr. Casey re- 
moved some pages from the “Hostages” file on 
February 27, 1984. On the same day he re- 
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moved pages from the file, Casey wrote to Rep- 
resentative Donald J. Albosta that he was “in 
the process of checking some facts*’ and would 
provide him with an affidavit shortly. On 
March 2, 1984, three (3) days after he removed 
pages from the “Hostages’* files, Casey signed 
an affidavit for the Albosta committee discuss- 
ing his receipt of information concerning the 
hostages. Ms. Gibbons testified that she con- 
trolled access to those safes and, to her knowl- 
edge, Casey never returned the material he re- 
moved from the file prior to his death. She 
testified that it was her custom to note on the 
indexes when materials were returned to the 
files. The index contains no such notation. 

When Task Force investigators initially ques- 
tioned Mr. Casey’s widow, Sophia Casey, and 
daughter, Bernadette Casey Smith, neither re- 
called seeing any “Hostages’* file.^^ The day 
after this discussion, Bernadette Casey Smith 
called the Task Force and reported that she 
and her mother had found a “Hostages’* file at 
the Casey home in New York. She testified 
later that she and her mother had removed the 
file previously from McLean and taken it to 
New York, but that she had not recalled this 
event when she discussed the matter with the 
Task Force previously. Mrs. Smith forwarded to 
the Task Force copies of approximately 50 
pages of campaign documents which she stated 
were from the “Hostages’* file. At their deposi- 
tion, Mr. and Mrs. Smith produced approxi- 
mately 12 additional documents regarding Iran 
which she stated she had found at the New 
York home.^^ 

(iv) Casey Personal Documents at Langley 

The Task Force attempted to obtain access 
to some of Mr. Casey’s campaign and transition 
files relating to the hostage situation which 
were maintained at CIA headquarters in Lang- 
ley, Virginia. Sam Watson, an employee of the 
Reagan-Bush CIA transition team, testified 
that, to the best of his recollection, one of Mr. 
Casey’s secretaries in late January or February 
of 1981 asked him to review “a box or two’’ of 
Mr. Casey’s files from either the Reagan-Bush 
campaign or transition offices. Watson testified 
that he recalled reviewing files related to the 
Iranian hostage situation.^® 

Betty Murphy confirmed that one or two 
boxes of Mr. Casey’s files from the campaign 
were at his Langley office.^® She believed that 


these files were among Mr. Casey’s personal 
files from his Langley office that had been de- 
livered to the Casey home in McLean, Virgin- 
ia.^’ However, the Task Force learned that 
some of Casey’s personal files from the transi- 
tion period inadvertently remained at the CIA 
with Casey’s official papers. 

The Chief of the CIA Security Director’s Se- 
curity Staff from 1984 until the time of Casey’s 
death testified that “just over a year ago some- 
one ran across some material’’ in the CIA Di- 
rector’s office and asked him to deliver them to 
Mr. Casey’s widow, Sophia.^® Bernadette Casey 
Smith testified that someone from the CIA Di- 
rector’s office called her mother and told her 
that they had found some documents regarding 
“October Surprise’’ that might be “helpful’’ 
and sent them to her mother.®® 

The Task Force deposed Becky Rant, the 
Deputy Executive Secretary of the CIA, regard- 
ing the discovery of this material. Rant testified 
that in the summer of 1991 she had requested 
that a box of Mr. Casey’s materials be retrieved 
from the CIA document storage facility for pur- 
poses of accessing documents unrelated to 
these allegations.^® In the course of reviewing 
that box of files, Rant noticed a file labeled 
“WJC Personal, January 1980 to December 
1980.’’ She believes that the personal file was 
inadvertently included with his Agency files 
when Casey’s personal files were boxed for de- 
livery to Mrs. Casey. 

Rant notified her supervisor of the misplaced 
file and prepared an inventory of the files 
which described the contents and the number 
of pages of each document.^® The CIA Security 
Detail Chief delivered 624 pages to Mrs. Casey 
and her daughter, Mrs. Smith, at the home in 
New York.^^ After the DCI Security Detail Chief 
delivered the materials, Mrs. Casey mailed a 
portion of them to Congressman Henry 
Hyde,'^® Ranking Minority Member of the Task 
Force, and to members of the media. 

The CIA maintained copies of the documents 
it provided to the Casey family and provided 
these copies to the Task Force. Although Mrs. 
Casey provided 45 pages of documents in the 
packet to Mr. Hyde, the Task Force has re- 
viewed and identified approximately 240 pages 
that relate to the Iranian hostages from among 
those provided to the Casey family. 


22 



In conclusion, although the Task Force is 
confident that it eventually received sufficient 
evidence to make sound conclusions regarding 
Mr. Casey’s whereabouts during relevant time 
periods, it was disappointed with the timeliness 
and quality of the document production by the 
Casey family. 

c. John Shaheen Documents 

John Shaheen died on November 1, 1986. 
He was a close personal friend of William 
Casey dating back to World War II. He was 
also involved in business relationships with 
Cyrus Hashemi before, during and after the 
1980 hostage crisis. The Task Force originally 
sought from members of the Shaheen family all 
of John Shaheen’s documents pertaining to 
meetings and discussions with William Casey 
and/or Cyrus Hashemi concerning the Ameri- 
can hostage crisis in Iran in 1979-1981. Calen- 
dars, diaries and appointment books which 
would place his whereabouts during the rele- 
vant time period also were requested. 

The family produced thirteen classifications 
of John Shaheen’s documents including: a large 
gray rolodex; a yellow envelope containing a 
listing of the relatives of the Shah of Iran; a 
photocopy of a Power of Attorney from Cyrus 
Hashemi to Lawrence A. Blatte, dated 4/15/80; 
a Shaheen Natural Resources Company, Inc./ 
MacMillan Ring-Free Oil Company, Inc. list of 
employees and residence telephone numbers 
for 1980 and 1985; a letter of Intent for Agree- 
ment for Joint Venture between John Shaheen 
and Cyrus Hashemi, dated 4/16/80; a memo- 
randum of joint venture between John Shaheen 
and Cyrus Hashemi dated 4/29/80; a Thank 
You card from Richard V. Allen, dated 1/13/ 
82; John Shaheen’s cash receipts and disburse- 
ments for the period of 1975-1982; First Gulf 
Bank and Trust loan documents for Mid 
Ocean, dated 6/30/80; First Gulf Bank and 
Trust loan documents to Mid Ocean, dated 10/ 
4-6/80; a document entitled “Arrangement of 
Banking Facility for Mid Ocean,’’ dated 10/31/ 
80; a document entitled “$3,500,000 closing 
with First Gulf Bank and Trust,’’ dated 3/6/81 
(folders #1 and #2), and a document entitled 
“First Gulf Bank and Trust $3,500,000 loan to 
Mid Ocean,’’ dated 1/7/81. 

Copies of the following documents were ob- 
tained from the Senate “October Surprise’’ 
special counsel staff: selected rolodex cards 


from the aforementioned gray rolodex; telexes 
sent to Shaheen for Cyrus Hashemi; Shaheen 
Natural Resources office telephone directories; 
a news clipping pertaining to Iran Seaoil Co.; a 
telephone directory of Bradford Shaheen; back- 
ground and reference addresses for John Mi- 
chael Shaheen; miscellaneous addresses and 
telephone numbers; an envelope addressed to 
John Shaheen, and a letter addressed to Sha- 
heen from The Hague. 

Lastly, a copy of John Shaheen’s permanent 
diary for the year 1980 was obtained from the 
Senate “October Surprise’’ special counsel 
staff. This was a hard cover book, red in color, 
prepared by his secretaries. It contained limited 
information regarding his whereabouts, out of 
town appointments, and the individuals with 
whom he dined. It was used primarily for tax 
purposes. This book was based on information 
Shaheen furnished to his secretaries and was in 
yearly increments. 

The Task Force determined that not all of 
Shaheen’s relevant documents had been locat- 
ed. According to Maureen McPartland Brokaw, 
Shaheen’s former personal secretary, John Sha- 
heen maintained two other calendars, in addi- 
tion to the one secured by the Senate special 
counsel staff. The most detailed was an Econ- 
omist Pocket Diary' which he personally pre- 
pared and carried on his person. It resembled a 
checkbook in size, contained his appointments, 
and was in yearly increments. The other was an 
appointment book prepared by his secretaries 
from information relayed by Shaheen. It had a 
soft cover, was spiral bound, written in pencil, 
and broken down into yearly increments. 

In addition, Shaheen carried a personal ad- 
dress book with him in his briefcase. It was 
known in the office as the “blue book’’. It was 
the size of a novel but with spiral binders. A 
loose leaf version of the “blue book’’, which 
contained basically the same information, was 
maintained in the office for staff use.^® Finally, 
John Shaheen always kept his current passport 
in his briefcase. 

Brokaw believed the books and passport that 
were not provided to the Task Force were in 
the custody of the Shaheen family. She stated 
that Bradford Shaheen, John’s son, went 
through his father’s effects after his death and 
took them. Brokaw was not present when this 
happened. She stated, however, that Bradford 
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acknowledged to her that he had done this. 
Brokaw assumed the aforementioned docu- 
ments would be together. 

Moreover, in a deposition by the Task Force, 
Bradford Shaheen admitted that he had taken 
the documents. He stated that he brought vir- 
tually all of his father’s personal documents to 
the family home in Southampton, New York, 
over a six month period after his father’s death. 
However, he was vague and ambiguous in ex- 
plaining why the missing documents were not 
found during the searches by the House Task 
Force and Senate investigation staff.®® 

Photocopies of Shaheen’s soft, spiral bound 
appointment book for relevant dates, 
July-November 1980, however, were provided 
to the Task Force by Roy Furmark at his No- 
vember 24, 1992 deposition. Furmark stated 
that he had requested this portion of the diary 
from Bradford Shaheen in 1991, after the 
media made inquiries of him.®' These entries 
show that Shaheen travelled to London on 
seven occasions and to Paris twice during the 
July-November time period. Cyrus Hashemi 
was mentioned three times. They also show 
that Shaheen met Stan Pottinger in London on 
October 6, 1980. The calendar contains no evi- 
dence that Shaheen brokered a contact between 
Cyrus Hashemi and William Casey during the 
July-November 1980 period. 

The United States Senate “October Sur- 
prise’’ special counsel staff made two visits to 
the Shaheen family home in the spring and 
early summer of 1992 but did not receive any 
of the missing documents. In late June and 
early July, the House Task Force initiated fur- 
ther discussions with the Shaheen family in an 
effort to secure the production or the review of 
the documents at their storage site. The Task 
Force sought the cooperation of Shaheen’s son, 
Bradford, and his widow, Barbara. Neither was 
cooperative. After a reasonable period of time 
during which little or no progress was made, 
the Task Force served a subpoena on Barbara 
Shaheen, on July 17, 1992. 

Shortly thereafter, the Task Force learned 
that the Shaheen estate had never been probat- 
ed, and that therefore John Shaheen’s docu- 
ments were in the constructive custody of the 
executor of his estate and brother, Raymond 
Shaheen, a Chicago attorney. A second subpoe- 
na was served on Raymond Shaheen. In re- 
sponse, Barbara Shaheen grudgingly agreed to 


permit Task Force investigators to enter her 
private home and examine a voluminous 
amount of documents, but for only for a period 
of two days under her arrangements with the 
Task Force. 

On July 28, 1992, a Task Force investigator 
went to the Shaheen residence pursuant to the 
subpoena and Barbara Shaheen’s prior verbal 
agreement. At first she refused to give the in- 
vestigator access to a third-floor bedroom 
where documents were stored. After approxi- 
mately one hour of discussion, she reluctantly 
agreed to telephone her attorney. She permit- 
ted the investigator to view the documents 
stored in the basement while she attempted to 
consult with her legal counsel. The attorney 
subsequently related to the Task Force investi- 
gator that he had suggested to Barbara Sha- 
heen that it would be in her best interests to 
cooperate, and the document search continued. 
The search revealed approximately 47 Trans- 
files and similar boxes of documents in the 
basement of the Shaheen home, 23 boxes in a 
third floor bedroom. 

On July 17, 1992, a subpoena duces tecum 
was served on the European American Bank for 
the financial records of John Shaheen. In view 
of the amount of time that had passed between 
the time the account was active and the date of 
the subpoena, all the records had routinely 
been destroyed.®^ 

d. Abol Hassan Bani-Sadr 

Former Iranian President Bani-Sadr was very 
helpful to the Task Force with both time and 
documentation. He consented to more than ten 
hours of interviews. During the course of these 
interviews. President Bani-Sadr furnished the 
Task Force staff with a complete collection of 
the newspaper articles which he wrote contem- 
poraneously with the events under investiga- 
tion. President Bani-Sadr also wrote a book on 
his political experiences, A/y Turn to Speak, This 
book chronicles and analyzes Iranian political 
developments throughout the time period rele- 
vant to the October Surprise allegations. Presi- 
dent Bani-Sadr provided the Task Force with a 
compilation of letters he wrote to other Iranian 
political figures during his presidency. Finally, 
he remains in contact by phone and fax with 
many people in Iran. Through these contacts, 
he was able to obtain additional materials. 
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mostly letters, relevant to the Task Force’s in- 
quiry. 

e. Gunther K. Russbacher 

Gunther Russbacher, an inmate in the Mis- 
souri State Prison, was contacted by the Task 
Force in March, 1992. Russbacher claimed to 
have flown then vice presidential candidate 
George Bush and others to Paris aboard a 
B AC-1 11 supersonic aircraft in October, 1980. 
Through claimed counsel, Russbacher fur- 
nished the Task Force with reams of material 
alleging knowledge of and/or complicity in the 
October Surprise allegations. 

f. Richard J. Brenneke 

On March 17, 1992, pursuant to a Task 
Force subpoena, Pegg)' Robohm provided doc- 
uments and personal effects of Richard Bren- 
neke which were given to her by Brenneke in 
1991. The documents received were extensive 
and, as relevant, are discussed in detail in the 
report. 

g. James A. Baker, III 

The Task Force also sought the 1980 cam- 
paign records of James A. Baker III from both 
the Bush and Reagan/Bush campaigns. On De- 
cember 29, 1992 the Task Force was granted 
complete access to those records archived at 
the Rice University in Houston. The Task 
Force is grateful for Mr. Baker’s full compli- 
ance, even though more timely access would 
have eased the Task Force Staff s review. 

h. Others 

Documents were also sought and received by 
the Task Force from individuals who allegedly 
could corroborate certain specific events. For 
example, the July 28-31, 1980 Anglo-American 
conference held at the Imperial War Museum 
in London and attended by William Casey. In 
addition to documents provided by Jonathan 
Chadwick, the director of the British Imperial 
War Museum, the Task Force obtained records 
from the Royal Army Medical College and vari- 
ous airlines, diary entries and calendars from 
numerous attendees at the conference. The 
Task Force is very appreciative of this coopera- 
tion. 


C. Assistance From Foreign 
Countries Including Algeria, 
Germany, Great Britain, 

France, Iran and Israel 

The Task Force sought the assistance of a 
number of foreign governments; because most 
of the alleged meetings took place overseas and 
most of the alleged participants were foreign 
nationals, the assistance of certain countries 
was deemed critical. Agencies of the govern- 
ments of Great Britain and France, for exam- 
ple, were asked to provide access to records 
and/or individuals. Germany and Algeria were 
asked to permit interviews with certain current 
and former officials who participated in the 
hostage negotiations. Israel conducted an inde- 
pendent and thorough examination of all the 
issues presented to it by the Task Force. Israeli 
witnesses were interviewed and documents ana- 
lyzed and produced for the Task Force to 
review. 

The agencies in Great Britain and France 
from which assistance was sought generally 
complied with Task Force requests, but many 
of the records sought could not be located. 
The government of Iran, contacted on numer- 
ous occasions through its Permanent Mission to 
the United Nations, denied the Task Force’s re- 
quest to travel to Iran to conduct interviews. 
Although the Task Force was able to contact 
several critical Iranian nationals while they 
were traveling outside of Iran, the inability to 
travel to Iran prevented access to many individ- 
uals who might have had knowledge relevant to 
the allegations. 

The government of Israel also declined to 
allow the Task Force to travel to Israel to inter- 
view current and former government officials. 
The government of Israel, did, however, ap- 
point a special investigator, Israeli General 
(Res.) Raphael Vardi to act as liaison with the 
Task Force. General Vardi interviewed certain 
individuals on behalf of the Task Force. The 
Task Force also sought certain documents from 
Israel. General Vardi submitted the results of 
his investigation to the Task Force, and the 
government of Israel has given us permission 
to utilize these findings in this report. While we 
would have preferred to conduct our own 
interviews. General Vardi’s report reflects sig- 
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nificant effort under severe time constraints. 
The Task Force is grateful to the government 
of Israel for its effort. 

The government of Germany permitted the 
Task Force to conduct interviews and deposi- 
tions in Germany and made available its former 
foreign minister, Hans-Dietrich Genscher, who 
played a critical role in the hostage negotia- 
tions. The Task Force is grateful to the govern- 
ment of Germany for its assistance in this 
regard. 

The government of Algeria provided valua- 
ble assistance to the Task Force. The govern- 
ment of Algeria invited the Task Force to Al- 
giers and arranged for interviews. The Algeri- 
ans were scrupulous in maintaining their dis- 
cretion and neutrality while being generous 
with their time and insight. Algerian assistance 
was particularly useful in understanding the 
crucial last few months of the negotiations that 
ended the hostage crisis. 

D. Foreign Hotel Records 


The Task Force, with the assistance of the 
FBI’s Legat in Madrid, Spain, Interpol, and 
Spanish Police authorities, was able to obtain 
the originals of the Madrid Plaza Hotel’s head 
tax records for the period of 1980. These tax 
records, maintained to cover a Spanish head 
tax on each hotel guest for the period, while 
useful, do not in any way provide any identify- 
ing information other than the guest’s name 
and the date the head tax was applicable. 

Extensive efforts were also made to obtain 
the Plaza Hotel registration entrance card 
records for this same 1980 period, which be- 
sides the guest’s name, would have included 
address, date of birth, passport number, etc. 
These efforts through local Spanish police au- 
thorities and the Plaza Hotel in Madrid estab- 
lished that these records as of September 1992 
were no longer maintained, and had been rou- 
tinely destroyed by the Plaza Hotel and local 
Spanish police authorities. 

Similarly, the Task Force approached the 
hotels in Paris that were discussed in the vari- 
ous October Surprise allegations. Some of the 
hotels were cooperative in searching for 
records, although in most cases they were 
unable to locate them after twelve years. The 
results of the Task Force efforts on Paris hotel 


records collection will be referred to as appro- 
priate in this report. 

E. Assistance From 
Journalists/Writers/ 

Researchers 

A number of journalists, writers, and re- 
searchers have devoted considerable attention 
to the October Surprise allegations. Many jour- 
nalists, as well as Iranian scholars, provided the 
Task Force with valuable insights into the mat- 
ters under investigation. The journalists we 
spoke with fell into two classes of witnesses: 
those with whom the Task Force conducted 
either a formal on-the-record interview or a 
deposition and those with whom we met infor- 
mally. The Task Force also benefitted from the 
assistance of Gary Sick who submitted to 
formal interviews and sworn deposition testi- 
mony. The Task Force met with more than a 
dozen journalists and writers in the United 
States and abroad who have written extensively 
on the October Surprise proposition. In par- 
ticular, Steven Emerson, Barbara Honegger, 
Martin Kilian, Peggy Robohm, Robert Parrv, 
Tara Sonenshine and David Marks provided the 
Task Force with valuable time, documents, and 
information. 
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V. Historical Overview of the Hostage 

Crisis 


On November 4, 1979, a mob of Iranian stu- 
dent radicals attacked the United States Embas- 
sy in Tehran, took 63 Americans hostage, and 
demanded that the United States extradite the 
deposed Shah of Iran. Three embassy officials 
visiting the Iranian Foreign Ministry were also 
taken hostage. At approximately 3:00 a.m. EST, 
State Department officials in Washington re- 
ceived word of the takeover and began an 
effort to manage a crisis that would not be re- 
solved for 444 days. Events in Iran moved 
swiftly and inexplicably, and numerous simulta- 
neous and successive initiatives were put in 
motion in the United States to address the 
crisis. To understand and analyze the allega- 
tions at issue in this investigation and to deter- 
mine whether events followed their own logic, 
or as alleged, were manipulated for electoral 
advantage, it is essential to understand the his- 
torical context of the crisis and the actions of 
the United States government. This section of 
the report provides some background on the 
hostage crisis from the perspective of the Irani- 
an and United States governments, and de- 
scribes those actions of “diplomacy and pres- 
sure” ^ taken by the United States government 
to resolve the crisis. 

A. Iran: Historical 
Perspective 

In February 1979, the Pahlavi dynasty in Iran 
collapsed after two years of public protest and 
political unrest in opposition to the reign of 
Muhammad Reza Shah Pahlavi (hereinafter the 
“Shah”). Replacing the Shah’s government was 
a fundamentalist Islamic movement led by Aya- 
tollah Ruhollah Khomeini (hereinafter Kho- 
meini). Khomeini’s revolutionary Islamic gov- 
ernment reshaped the landscape of Iranian pol- 


itics and, ultimately, provoked one of the most 
serious crises in the history of American for- 
eign relations. 

Reza Shah Pahlavi came to power in Iran in 
1925, and ruled his country until the allied oc- 
cupation of Iran in 1941.^ With the occupation, 
Reza Shah was forced into exile and replaced 
by his son, the Shah.^ In the post- World War II 
era, political and social movements multiplied 
in Iran, bringing with them increased attention 
to issues of nationalism and the role of the 
British government in Iranian affairs. The 
leader of the Iranian nationalist movement, 
Mohammad Musaddeq, made among his goals 
the nationalization of the Anglo-Iranian Oil 
Company (“AIOC”), in which the British main- 
tained a majority ownership interest until Mu- 
saddeq became prime minister in 1951.^ In 
August, 1953, however, the government was 
overthrown with covert assistance from the 
American and British governments.® 

In the early 1960s, Iran again experienced 
political unrest, this time in response to the 
Shah’s “White Revolution,” which proposed, 
among other things, land reform and suffrage 
for women.’ The religious leadership, in par- 
ticular Khomeini, who had previously distin- 
guished himself in 1962 with opposition to pro- 
posed laws providing for the election of local 
councils throughout the country, opposed the 
reform.® In 1964, Khomeini opposed Majlis 
(the Iranian parliament) approval of a measure 
that extended diplomatic immunity to Ameri- 
can military personnel and their families sta- 
tioned in Iran.® Khomeini’s political opposition 
grew so strong that the Shah’s government ar- 
rested him and forced him into exile in Turkey 
on November 4, 1964.^® For the next fifteen 
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years, Khomeini sustained in exile his opposi- 
tion to the Shah’s government.^* 

1. The Path to Revolution: 

1963-1979 

Oil revenues fueled economic growth in Iran 
during the late 1960s and early 1970s. The re- 
sults of this growth were not all positive and, as 
the government expanded spending in the 
1970s, prices increased quickly, causing wide- 
spread opposition. The poor economy was fur- 
ther aggravated by social problems and grow- 
ing pressure to ease political repression. 

In 1977, following the adoption of new liber- 
alization policies by the Shah, opposition to the 
Shah’s policies escalated. Throughout 1977 and 
1978, many Iranians moved “to Islam as a 
force of liberation and a refuge from the op- 
pressive secular politics of Pahlavi rule.’’ 
With this movement, clerics and religious stu- 
dents became increasingly active in political ac- 
tivity, which often turned violent. When riots 
occurred in the religious city of Qpm in Janu- 
ary, 1978 after a government-sponsored article 
attacked Khomeini, police opened fire on the 
protestors and killed two dozen people.*^ The 
Qpm killings led to more protests and vio- 
lence.*^ 

Religious leaders in Qom, who were in com- 
munication with the exiled Khomeini, contin- 
ued to mobilize support. *^ By September, dem- 
onstrators were openSy denouncing the Shah 
and demonstrating with greater frequency and 
in larger numbers. To quell the demonstra- 
tions, the Shah imposed martial law, which led 
to further confrontation and violence.*® 

a. Reaction to Revolution: American 
Foreign Policy and the Fall of the Shah 

The crisis in Iran posed a sharp challenge to 
United States policy. As historian James Bill 
summarized, “[t]he American foreign policy es- 
tablishment was badly divided over the Iranian 
situation and the major actors were involved in 
a tangled web of personal and policy rivalry.’’ *’ 
Iranian specialists in the State Department be- 
lieved the Shah had limited time remaining in 
power. American Ambassador to Iran William 
Sullivan, who had earlier been optimistic about 
the Shah’s political future, sent a cable to Sec- 
retary of State Cyrus Vance on November 9, 
1978 advocating a change in the policy of sup- 


porting the Shah and advising that the domi- 
nant figure in Iran was Khomeini.*® Sullivan 
titled his cable: “Thinking the Unthinkable.’’ 
President Jimmy Carter and his national securi- 
ty advisor, Zbigniew Brzezinski, however, re- 
mained loyal in their support for the Shah.*® 

By December, 1978, with his political power 
further eroding, the Shah turned to a centrist 
coalition party, the National Front, with the 
idea of transferring power to a transition gov- 
ernment. He appointed Shapur Bakhtiar, a lib- 
eral member of the National Front from the 
time of Musaddeq, as prime minister on De- 
cember 30. The Shah left Iran on January 16, 
1979.^® Bakhtiar was expelled from the Nation- 
al Front for excepting this appointment. 

As President Carter’s concern over the situa- 
tion in Iran grew, he ordered General Robert 
Huyser, deputy commander of United States 
forces in Europe, to Iran to conduct an assess- 
ment.^* General Huyser arrived in Iran on Jan- 
uary 4, 1979, and later said that “[i]n general 
terms I was sent there by the Government of 
the United States to stabilize the Iranian mili- 
tary and to encourage the Iranian military to 
support their legal government.’’ Huyser 
found the Iranian military in a “state of confu- 
sion,’’ but nonetheless willing to find common 
ground with the Bakhtiar government to pre- 
vent the communists and other radical left 
groups from coming to power."® 

b. The Birth of the Islamic Republic of 
Iran: 1979-1980 

The situation in Iran did not stabilize with 
the Shah’s departure and the transition of 
power to Bakhtiar. Bakhtiar had little power 
and lacked the backing of Khomeini. When 
Khomeini returned to Iran on February 1, 
1979, he appointed his own prime minister, 
Mehdi Bazargan, and announced the formation 
of an Islamic state. Ten days later, Bakhtiar’s 
government collapsed. 

Bazargan was a moderate with strong ties to 
the Islamic clerics who had promoted the idea 
of Islam as a force for social and political 
change.®® Bazargan’s eight months as prime 
minister, however, “emphasize[d] the gap 
rather than the community of interests between 
the secular and the cleric forces, the moderates 
and the radicals who had made the revolution. 
It was also a period when the revolutionaries 


30 



shaped the institutions of the new order, re- 
formed old and established new political move- 
ments, and defined the issues which would 
excite and agitate the country over the next 
several years. 

Before the fall of the Shah, Khomeini had es- 
tablished the Revolutionary Council, which 
would later play a major function in the gov- 
erning of Iran. When the Shah’s government 
fell, the Revolutionary Council seized extensive 
powers, which strengthened the clerics and 
weakened the influence of Bazargan and the 
moderates.^* The Council came to be dominat- 
ed by Ayatollah Mohammad Beheshti and 
other clerics from the newly-formed Islamic Re- 
public Party (IRP). 

A range of political parties and movements 
arose, ranging from “Islamic-fundamentalist to 
Islamic-radical, from liberal to conservative, 
from socialist to Marxist-Leninist and 
Maoist.”^® In addition to the IRP, a group asso- 
ciated with a centrist political rival of Kho- 
meini’s in Qpm, Ayatollah Shariatmadari, 
formed the Islamic People’s Republican Party 
(IPRP).^^ The IPRP was dedicated to the broad 
goals of the Islamic Republic, but differed from 
the IRP in many respects. It criticized the revo- 
lutionary committees and the revolutionary 
courts, which were dispensing summary justice 
across Iran.*^ Leftist elements also supported 
several political parties, including the Iranian 
communist party (the Tudeh) and two more 
radical groups, the Mojahedin-e Khalq and the 
Fadayan-e Khalq. 

These parties competed for power and strug- 
gled for influence over the institutions of the 
new^ government. The new government’s effort 
to draft a constitution that “would define the 
new political order lent urgency and intensity 
to the debate. The lines were drawn be- 
tween secular parties, which called for an open 
referendum on the choice between an “Islam- 
ic” or “democratic” republic, and the clerics, 
who called for a purely Islamic form of govern- 
ment.^^ On June 18, 1979 a committee present- 
ed a constitutional draft that provided for a 
strong presidency and some individual rights 
and freedoms.^® While it paid lip service to the 
idea of an Islamic state, it gave no special au- 
thority to the religious leaders.^’ Opposition 
groups sought changes, and in August 1979 an 
“Assembly of Experts” convened to review the 
constitution.^* It was in the midst of this strug- 


gle for power that a group of militant students 
seized control of the American embassy. From 
its beginnings, the hostage crisis was closely 
intertwined with an internal power struggle 
that would occupy Iran for over a year. 

c. Events Leading to Embassy Seizure 

Several factors led to the seizure of the 
American embassy in Tehran, including the cir- 
cumstances surrounding the exile of the Shah. 
The Shah and Empress of Iran and a small en- 
tourage departed Iran for Egypt on January 16, 
1979, and for Morocco a week later.*® The 
Bakhtiar government fell on February 1 . 

Early in February, the Shah announced that 
he would enter the United States on February 
22. This created a delicate situation. An attack 
on the American Embassy by armed militants 
on February 14 had indicated the depth of hos- 
tility toward a continuing official American 
presence in Iran.^* The Moroccan government 
was exploring ways to deport the Shah and 
contacted a United States public relations firm 
for assistance in arranging his entry into the 
United States. 

While Morocco intensified pressure on the 
Shah to depart, former Secretary of State 
Henry Kissinger and the chairman of the Chase 
Manhattan Bank, David Rockefeller, worked to 
encourage the Bahamas to accept the Shah and 
his entourage. On March 30, the Shah left for 
the Bahamas, but expressed displeasure with 
his status. Kissinger and Rockefeller lobbied 
the Carter administration to allow the Shah to 
come to the United States.^* 

In late September 1979, it was disclosed that 
the Shah had been suffering from two forms of 
cancer for several years. On October 21, Presi- 
dent Carter, citing the Shah’s declining health, 
allowed him to be admitted to the United 
States from Mexico. The President also in- 
structed the United States charge d’affaires in 
Tehran, Bruce Laingen, to inform Prime Minis- 
ter Mehdi Bazargan of the latest developments. 
The Iranians were skeptical of United Slates 
motives. They criticized the decision, arguing 
that the Shah should be treated in Western 
Europe. Carter stood firm, but he made it clear 
that the Shah was being admitted solely for hu- 
manitarian reasons.^* 

Despite predictions of a major anti-American 
reaction in Iran if the Shah were admitted into 
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the United States, the initial response of the 
Iranians was “curiously muted.” Other 
events, however, heightened Iranian distrust of 
American motives. For instance. National Secu- 
rity Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski met in Algiers 
with Mehdi Bazargan, Foreign Minister Ibrahim 
Yazdi and Minister of War Mustafa Chamran 
on November 1, 1979. On that day in Tehran, 
huge crowds demonstrated in anti-American 
processions, and nearly two million demonstra- 
tors chanted “Death to America” while listen- 
ing to provocative speeches about the criminal 
harboring of the Shah by the United States. 
That evening Iranian television showed pic- 
tures of Brzezinski meeting with the Iranian 
delegation. Iranian extremists “interpreted this 
as evidence of the Bazargan government’s col- 
lusion with an American that had just given 
refuge to the Shah, whom they held responsi- 
ble for all their problems.” 

On November 4, 1979, less than two weeks 
after the Shah was admitted to the United 
States, a massive demonstration occurred in 
Tehran. Hundreds of thousands of protesters 
marched through the capital commemorating 
the first anniversary of the killing of students 
by the Shah’s troops.^® During the mass dem- 
onstration about 400 students, some of them 
reportedly armed, forced open the gates of the 
United States embassy and scaled the com- 
pound walls. After entering the compound, 
the students encountered little resistance. A 
small group of United States Marines stationed 
on the grounds fired tear gas canisters to no 
avail. The students rushed into the embassy 
buildings and took all the personnel hostage. 

The students announced in a press confer- 
ence that day that the captives would not be re- 
leased unless the exiled Shah was returned to 
Iran to stand trial. They also claimed that their 
actions had received the support of Iran’s as- 
sembly of constitutional experts, which was 
dominated by the clergy and had voted that day 
in favor of the seizure. A spokesman for Kho- 
meini claimed that the occupation had the reli- 
gious leader’s personal support.®^ 

2. The Election of a President 
and a Majlis 

Within weeks of the taking of the hostages, 
the assembly of experts completed its work on 
the new constitution.®^ The constitution intro- 


duced in the summer of 1979 had been entirely 
reworked into a document creating a theocratic 
state. Islamic jurisprudence served as the foun- 
dation, the cleric community was the key insti- 
tution, and the faqih, or islamic jurist, played a 
vital role in the state. Rival political parties 
continued their opposition to the constitution, 
but were ultimately defeated by the IRP. 

With the constitution in place, Khomeini 
turned his attention to the first presidential 
elections for the Islamic republic. The IRP, suf- 
fering from disorganization after the disqualifi- 
cation of its leading candidate,®® was defeated 
by Abol-Hasan Bani-Sadr.®® Bani-Sadr, who 
viewed himself as the “spiritual son” of Kho- 
meini, enjoyed a broad margin of victory; a 
margin that did not accurately reflect his politi- 
cal power.®’ Because Bani-Sadr interpreted the 
results as a personal endorsement and a rejec- 
tion of the IRP,®® he believed that he could 
transform his electoral victory into control of 
the Majlis in the forthcoming parliamentary 
elections and ultimately control the appoint- 
ment of cabinet officials.®® This was not to be. 

IRP leadership took a different view of the 
parliamentary elections and Bani-Sadr. Ayatol- 
lah Beheshti suggested that Bani-Sadr was in- 
capable of leading a country in a state of revo- 
lution, and that the IRP would support his 
presidency only so long as he pursued a mili- 
tant Islamic path.®' These political disputes, 
along with the American hostage crisis and the 
impending war with Iraq, severely strained the 
revolutionary government.®^ 

Bani-Sadr failed to win a majority in the 
Majlis elections (held in two stages in March 
and May, 1980). Of 234 deputies elected, more 
than 130 were IRP members, while Bani-Sadr’s 
supporters took only a “handful” of seats. 
The Majlis elected Hashemi Rafsanjani as its 
speaker, and the power struggle shifted to the 
cabinet’s composition. ®'‘ Bani-Sadr suffered fur- 
ther defeat in the summer of 1980 when, after 
a prolonged power struggle in June and July, 
he accepted the IRP prime minister candidate, 
Mohammad-Ali Raja’i.®® Bani-Sadr and Raja’i 
then fought bitterly over cabinet appointments, 
with Bani-Sadr seeking educated and experi- 
enced people while Raja’i sought those who 
were “one hundred percent Islamic and revolu- 
tionary.” ®® 
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The prime minister’s selection and the open- 
ing of the Majlis did not put an end to Iranian 
political struggles. In fact, political rivalries in- 
tensified in the late summer and early fall of 
1980. Harold H. Saunders, Assistant Secretary 
of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Af- 
fairs, received a report in mid-July that the 
Majlis “already shows all the signs of being a 
shambles. It will not be an effective legislative 
instrument because its members lack experi- 
ence . . . [and] because many of its members 
will use it as a debating chamber .... To the 
west, the hostage issue comes first; to the Irani- 
ans it has slipped down the list.’’ 

3. The Islamic Government’s 
Motives in the Hostage Crisis 

The 1979 Islamic revolution totally changed 
Iran’s politics and governmental system. Be- 
cause Khomeini’s followers tried to promote 
radical, anti-American Islamic fundamentalist 
revolt throughout the region, while forming 
factions and competing for power among them- 
selves, they had motives for sustaining the hos- 
tage crisis. 

First, the Khomeini government wished to 
destroy relations with the United States be- 
cause Iran’s leaders saw any United States pres- 
ence as a threat to subvert the revolution and 
their rule. “Your government has not yet given 
up the idea of ruling Iran,’’ Bani-Sadr told 
Washington in November 1979. Khomeini 
said, “Our relations with the United States are 
the relations of the . . . plundered with the 
plunderer . . . What need have we of the 
United States?’’®® Ayatollah Hussein Ali Monta- 
zeri told the Muslim world that the crisis 
showed, “You do not need the United States. 
The United States needs you.’’’® 

Second, Iran’s leadership wanted to discredit 
Iranian moderates as American puppets, dis- 
parage the policies they advocated, and deny 
them United States support. The main targets 
of this assault shifted during the crisis, from 
pro-Shah or centrist forces (like Bakhtiar, de- 
posed in February 1979), to moderate Kho- 
meini supporters (like Bazargan, deposed in 
November 1979), to less militant revolutionar- 
ies (like Bani-Sadr, deposed in 1981). As a left- 
ist leader noted, “Without the embassy attack 
there would never have been any radicalization, 
still less a change in the government team.”’' 


Third, Iran’s new leaders wanted to rally the 
public behind a program of anti-American Is- 
lamic solidarity by sustaining a crisis in which 
the United States could be portrayed as a 
threat and a villain. In a period of intense civil 
conflict — with leftist and ethnic groups in 
revolt, and material deprivation sparking public 
discontent — a battle with the United States was 
a vital prop for the regime. 

Finally, Iran’s leaders used the crisis — and 
their own zeal in opposing the United States 
and any compromise — to compete against fac- 
tional rivals, who they portrayed to Khomeini 
and the public as too conciliatory and too fear- 
ful of the United States. Once Khomeini en- 
dorsed the embassy takeover, hostage taking 
and breaking ties with the United States, any 
Iranian politician seeking to end the conflict 
could be portrayed as disloyal.” 

Added barriers to a quick resolution were the 
absence of any clear structure of authority in 
Iran ” and the difficulty in convincing Kho- 
meini, who had to approve every decision, to 
make a deal.’"* Any Iranian politician who tried 
to broker a compromise risked his own posi- 
tion. These factors made it difficult for United 
States officials to accurately evaluate represen- 
tations made by those in power. Throughout 
the crisis, discussions would repeatedly break 
down as United States officials misread Teh- 
ran’s hard line. 

B. United States Response to 
the Crisis 


Early in the crisis, Secretary of State Cyrus 
Vance was told by a prominent Islamic states- 
man that the United States would not win free- 
dom for the hostages until Khomeini had “put 
all the institutions of the Islamic revolution in 
place.’’” But rather than wait for this to occur, 
the United States left no stone unturned in 
pursuing a solution. With hindsight, it is clear 
that the hostages were released only when they 
were no longer useful in consolidating the Is- 
lamic revolution, and that all attempts to free 
them were thwarted by the political struggle 
inside Iran. In the days and months following 
the hostages’ seizure, however, the United 
States used every tool at its command to gain 
their release. 
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Within the United States government, central 
responsibility for the crisis was lodged in the 
State Department. Almost immediately, the De- 
partment established an “Iran Working Group” 
to monitor the crisis.^® The Working Group 
was staffed 24 hours a day by people from vari- 
ous components of the Department, and 
headed by Harold Saunders.’® Henry Precht, 
the director of State’s Office of Iranian Affairs, 
was the operational head of the group, which 
had as its primary function the development of 
channels of communication. With the United 
States Embassy out of service, and CIA and De- 
fense Intelligence Agencies links severed, mem- 
bers of the Working Group had to develop new 
methods of gathering information inside Iran. 

It soon became clear that, although technical- 
ly able to speak with individuals inside Iran,’® 
the United States did not know with whom, in 
the midst of the revolution, they could effec- 
tively communicate to resolve the crisis. The 
United States Embassy’s Charge d’Affaires, 
Bruce Laingen, Laingen’s deputy Victor Tom- 
seth, and Security Officer Michael Howland 
were not among the hostages seized at the Em- 
bassy because they had been visiting the Irani- 
an foreign ministry when the embassy was at- 
tacked.®® Initial hopes for establishing a diplo- 
matic channel via Laingen’s direct access to Ira- 
nian Prime Minister Mehdi Bazargan and For- 
eign Minister Ihrahim Yazdi were dashed when 
efforts by those men to convince Khomeini to 
release the hostages failed. Bazargan resigned 
in protest, leaving the reins of government in 
the hands of the radical Revolutionary Council 
forbidden by Khomeini to communicate with 
the members of the United States team.®^ 

To attempt to understand the situation inside 
Iran, the Working Group focused on the vast 
network of people in the United States with 
family or friends within Iran. The Working 
Group coordinated all units of the United 
States government working on the issue, identi- 
fied and prepared courses of action, and for- 
mulated them for presidential decision.®^ Each 
day the Working Group prepared a memoran- 
dum for the White House,®® titled an “Iran 
Update”, in which they summarized the day’s 
events and indicated what they would be doing 
the following day.®^ 

The Working Group was in constant contact 
with some agencies such as United States Im- 
migration Service and the Department of the 


Treasury concerning public affairs issues.®® Al- 
though they received some information from 
the intelligence community,®® for operational 
reasons, CIA-developed intelligence stayed 
within the CIA which had its own channels of 
communication.®’ The National Security Coun- 
cil provided the forum to bring cabinet level 
officials together to coordinate policy deci- 
sions.®® The crisis-management tool of the NSC 
was the Special Coordination Committee 
(SCC), which was chaired by Zbigniew Brze- 
zinski and met almost daily.®® 

Members of these crises teams focused on a 
two-track strategy: to maximize communication 
with Iran to effect the release of the hostages, 
and to exert pressure on Iran via economic 
sanctions ®® and, if appropriate to use military 
force.®' In exploring these options, the United 
States had to balance concern for the safety of 
the hostages held in Iran against national hu- 
miliation and the view that the United States 
was impotent to protect its own citizens. 

1. Official Communication 
Channels 

The United States explored every potential 
channel of communication inside and outside 
the normal diplomatic apparatus. On Novem- 
ber 6, President Carter sent former Attorney 
General Ramsey Clark and former Foreign 
Service Officer William Miller to Iran to ask for 
release of the hostages. It was thought that 
Clark, who had been to Tehran and met with 
people in Khomeini’s circle, would be viewed 
as someone sympathetic to Iranian griev- 
ances.®^ Although the United States wished to 
keep this mission secret, the press reported it 
on Tuesday night, November 6, and by 
Wednesday morning Khomeini had forbidden 
any contact with the United States.®® When this 
initial effort failed, the United States turned to 
others for assistance. If someone had a rela- 
tionship, contacts or a communications channel 
that could produce useful information, they 
were consulted by United States officials. 

a. The Swiss 

While it is customary when diplomatic rela- 
tions are broken for each government to ap- 
point a “protecting power” to help conduct its 
business in the other’s capital, the Swiss gov- 
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ernment began supporting United States politi- 
cal interests in Tehran long before the United 
States broke relations with Iran.®^ As the Swiss 
Ambassador to Iran. Eric Lang, became a 
bearer of sensitive United States messages to 
key Iranians, a principal analyst of political dy- 
namics in Tehran, and an independent source 
of judgment on other negotiating channels.®^ 
Lang communicated with the Swiss Ambassa- 
dor in the United States, who communicated 
directly with the Working Group. Lang's pri- 
mary' contacts in Tehran were Sadegh Ghotbza- 
deh and Bani-Sadr, whom he described as a 
“very, ver>' honest man" who wanted to solve 
the hostage problem.®® 

b. The PLO 

The PLO began almost immediately to ad- 
dress the hostage issue as well, signaling the 
United States that they sought no quid pro quo 
and were essentially acting on their own and 
not as mediators.®^ The United States initially 
sought through the PLO assurances that Kho- 
meini could effect the release of the hostages. 
In response the United States received word on 
November 9, 1980 via PLO channels that Kho- 
meini was seriously considering the release of 
women and black hostages. On November 14 
the United States was notified again through 
the PLO that Iran was prepared to release 
these hostages but expected a United States 
statement regarding the departure of the 
Shah.®® Although no statement was issued, Iran 
released thirteen women and black hostages on 
November 18 and 19. PLO officials remained 
active for more than two months, until early in 
1980, when they apparently judged the situa- 
tion in Iran so chaotic as to preclude their as- 
sistance.®® 

c. The United Nations 

On November 13, Iranian Foreign Minister 
Bani-Sadr called for a United Nations Security 
Council meeting accusing the United States of 
creating an “atmosphere of war”.'®^ Mansour 
Farhang, an Iranian active in the human rights 
movement who was in Washington when the 
hostages were seized, organized a group of Ira- 
nians and Americans to propose UN mediation 
to Bani-Sadr and through him, to the Revolu- 
tionary Council.'®* The Revolutionary Council, 
which at that time had moderate elements. 


“thought it was a good idea,” and asked Far- 
hang to go to the United Nations as their rep- 
resentative to organize an international tribunal 
to investigate alleged United States crimes 
against Iran.'®^ 

The United States believed that convening 
such a tribunal would “constitute further and 
grave violations of international law” and 
would substantially undercut the standing and 
prestige of the United Nations. The United 
States government insisted that Iran should re- 
lease the hostages before Iran’s grievances could 
be discussed.'®® Secretary General Waldheim 
announced the United States position to the 
Iranians on November 17: 1) Release of all 
American personnel held in Tehran; 2) The es- 
tablishment of an international commission to 
inquire into violations of human rights in Iran; 
3) The availability of United States courts to 
hear Iranian claims for return of assets believed 
illegally taken from Iran; and 4) Affirmation of 
Iran and the United States that they would 
abide by the Declaration of Principles of Inter- 
national law . . .'®'' 

Bani-Sadr sent two representatives to New 
York, where negotiations with the United Na- 
tions and United States intermediaries nar- 
rowed the differences between the Iranian and 
the United States positions, and plans were 
made for Bani-Sadr to address the United Na- 
tions and meet with Vance to agree on a final 
position.'®® Waldheim called for a Security 
Council meeting and debate began on Decem- 
ber 1. Bani-Sadr, who had apparently failed to 
convince Khomeini that he should attend the 
debate, was removed as Foreign Minister. On 
November 28, Ghotbzadeh became the third 
Iranian foreign minister in as many weeks. 

Debate ended on December 4 with unani- 
mous passage of Resolution 457, calling for the 
release of the hostages and for the United 
States and Iran to resolve peacefully the re- 
maining issues between them. On December 
22, the United States formally requested the 
United Nations Security Council to “consider 
measures which should be taken to induce Iran 
to comply with its international obligations.”'®® 
On December 31, the Security Council passed 
resolution 461, instructing Waldheim, who had 
left for Tehran, to “evaluate the United States- 
Iran confrontation and to report the results of 
his mission by January 7. If he made no 
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progress, the Council would adopt economic 
sanctions.**'®’ When he returned to the United 
States, Waldheim met with President Carter 
and asked that the United States government 
put aside its intention to seek economic sanc- 
tions and make an offer to constitute an inter- 
national tribunal to investigate the crimes of 
the Shah in exchange for release of the hos- 
tages.'®® Carter rejected this proposal — he 
wanted the hostages released first. 

On January 13, 1980 the Security Council 
voted on the sanctions. The Soviet Union 
vetoed the measure. The United States de- 
clared that it would proceed with sanctions de- 
spite the veto and called for other nations to 
join in. European nations unanimously refused 
to do so, arguing that severe economic sanc- 
tions would force Iran to turn to the Soviet 
Union. They urged United States patience.'®® 
The United States reiterated its intention to 
impose unilateral sanctions but stated these 
would be “held in abeyance** while diplomatic 
negotiations at the United Nations contin- 
ued."® 

On January 25, Bani Sadr was an easy victor 
in the Iranian presidential election, receiving 
between 75% and 80% of the vote."' After 
being confirmed by the Interior Ministry as the 
winner of the election, Bani-Sadr said that the 
hostages could be released if the United States 
acknowledged its “crimes** for supporting the 
Shah, approved Iran*s right to begin proceed- 
ings against the Shah (presumably a trial), and 
offered guarantees not to interfere in Iranian 
affairs in the future."^ 

A United Nations-sponsored commission was 
named by Waldheim on February 18 and ar- 
rived in Teheran on February 23, 1980 to hear 
grievances relating to the Shah’s reign. Al- 
though Bani-Sadr announced he was “now in a 
position to resolve the problem,’*"® the day the 
commission arrived, Khomeini announced that 
“the representatives of the people*’ (the Majlis 
or Iranian parliament) would decide on the re- 
lease of the hostages."^ Although the Majlis 
elections were scheduled for mid-March, it 
would not be able to address the issue until 
mid-April. On March 10, 1980, Khomeini an- 
nounced that the commission would not be al- 
lowed to meet with the hostages until after the 
Majlis had issued its own report on the hostage 
situation. These conditions were unacceptable 
to the United Stales and the commission de- 


parted Iran the following day."® The United 
States would continue to explore ways to gain 
the release of the hostages. 

d. International Court of Justice 

On November 29, the United States had peti- 
tioned the International Court of Justice at the 
Hague to declare the hostage seizure illegal 
and order their immediate release."® On De- 
cember 10, the Department of Justice implored 
the Court to take “the quickest possible action” 
to ensure the release of the hostages."’ On De- 
cember 15, the same day the Shah left the 
United States for Panama, the court issued a 
unanimous opinion ordering the release of the 
hostages."® 

The State Department prepared briefs for 
the International Court to study in anticipation 
of a final decision on the case. On May 24, 
1980, the Court acted on the United States 
appeal and issued final orders to Iran to re- 
lease the hostages, condemned Iran for “re- 
peated and flagrant** violations of international 
law, and mandated that it pay reparations for 
damages."® The Court also voted that Iran 
should return to the United States its diplomat- 
ic properties in Iran. '®® The captors at the 
United States Embassy rejected the decision, as 
did Khomeini.'^' 

2. Private Channels 

In addition to pursuing official channels, the 
State Department was continuously in contact 
with many private citizens who would become 
interlocutors between the United States and 
Iran. Because Khomeini was unreachable, the 
United States had to identify people around 
him with whom they could communicate. The 
following individuals were the most prominent 
“channels’* utilized during the crisis. 

a. Cyrus Hashemi 

Among those who approached the United 
States government were two men who play 
prominent roles in the allegations under inves- 
tigation by the Task Force: Cyrus and Jamshid 
Hashemi. Ultimately neither would prove reli- 
able, but their contact with the United States 
government during this period perhaps created 
the appearance to some that they were acting 
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in an official capacity. For this reason, their ac- 
tivities are detailed here. 

On December 7, 1979, Stanley Pottinger, a 
former official in the Justice Department under 
President Ford, wrote to Warren Christopher 
on behalf of his client, Dr. Cyrus Hashemi.'^^ 
Pottinger enclosed a memorandum setting 
forth the issues Hashemi believed were of con- 
cern to Iran,^^^ and suggested that Hashemi, 
who was in daily contact with “high levels of 
Iranian government,” was willing to act as an 
intermediary.'^^ Hashemi had already ap- 
proached Ramsey Clark and claimed that he 
was in contact with “key individuals in 
Tehran”, and that he hoped to arrange a meet- 
ing between Khomeini’s nephew and a United 
States representative, possibly Clark. 

Christopher sent the letter to Saunders, who, 
because Hashemi proposed involving signifi- 
cant Iranians, (i.f., that members of Khomeini’s 
family) believed it merited attention.'^® Saun- 
ders met with Hashemi in Pottinger’s office on 
December 12, before Hashemi was to return to 
Tehran. He reported to the Working Group 
that Hashemi did not view United States con- 
centration on contacts with those on the Revo- 
lutionary Council as the best approach to the 
hostage issue. Hashemi viewed Bani-Sadr and 
Ghotbzadeh as “uncertain in their positions” 
and “vulnerable to attack” and therefore un- 
likely either to tell Khomeini what he did not 
want to hear or to try to implement a course of 
action opposed by the revolutionaries. 

Hashemi recommended that the United 
States develop channels with individuals who 
had no immediate political ambitions such as 
himself, the Ayatollah Passendideh, Admiral 
Madani (a high ranking member of the Iranian 
armed forces),'^® or Dr. Mahmoud Moini, 
whom, Hashemi claimed, could explain the 
economic damage being done to Iran by 
United States pressure.'®® Hashemi proposed a 
two-step strategy: To establish contact between 
the United States and Khomeini governments 
by arranging a meeting with Reza Passendideh 
to discuss the release of the hostages; and to 
act as a conduit to provide financial support to 
Admiral Madani, who had fallen out of favor 
with Khomeini but was a credible candidate in 
the Iranian presidential elections to be held in 
January, 1980.'®' 

Even at the outset, the Working Group was 
skeptical of Hashemi, concluding that while he 


“seemfed] sensible”, there was “a shadow of 
suspicion that he [was] serving his own person- 
al interests,” perhaps seeking to avoid law- 
suits.'®^ On December 21, Secretary of State 
Vance wrote to President Carter summarizing 
the Hashemi proposal to “find a channel direct 
to Khomeini” and indicating that Hashemi had 
informed them that Khomeini had approved a 
preliminary meeting between one or two Amer- 
ican officials and three or four Iranians.'®® 

Vance expressed skepticism about those who 
put “[themselves] forward as potential 
mediator[s],” saying that, while these people 
appeared to be responsible individuals, he had 
no way of “measuring their effectiveness to 
Khomeini.” '®^ Nevertheless, because the 
United States had “experienced the inability of 
members of the Revolutionary Council to 
follow through on proposals made to Kho- 
meini.” Vance recommended preliminary secret 
exploration of the Hashemi channel. While he 
did not hold “high hopes,” it seemed to Vance 
unwise not to take seriously any reasonable 
proposal. '®® 

On January 2, Saunders and Mark Feldman, 
State Department deputy legal advisor, met 
with Hashemi, Pottinger, Dr. Moini (represent- 
ing his brother-in-law and Khomeini’s nephew, 
Reza Passendideh),'®® and Mohammad Ali Bala- 
mian Hashemi (Cyrus Hashemi’s step-broth- 
er).'®’ The latter offered to establish direct con- 
tact with the Ayatollahs Passendideh and Kho- 
meini to discuss the release of the hostages and 
an investigation of Iran’s grievances.'®® 

Following this meeting, Saunders and the 
Chief of the CIA’s Near East Division, Charles 
Cogan, met on January 5, 1980 with the Hashe- 
mis in London to discuss implementation of 
the second prong of the proposal. Cogan was 
introduced as Saunders* “colleague.” The 
brothers claimed to represent Admiral Ahmad 
Madani, who needed campaign funds to run for 
president in Iran.'®® Mohammad Hashemi said 
he was “fully mandated by Madani” to seek 
campaign funds from the United States.'^® 

The CIA had desired access to Madani and 
the CIA viewed the Hashemi’s as potential ve- 
hicles. Cogan called to set up a meeting with a 
key assistant to Ahmad Madani, Houshang 
Aranianpour, but said that Mohammed Ha- 
shemi need not attend.'^' Cogan gave the Ha- 
shemis a portion of the $500,000 in cash as an 
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initial contribution for the Mandani political 
campaign and said that there were “no strings 
attached,” but that the United States govern- 
ment would like an accounting of how funds 
were spent and wanted the hostages back un- 
harmed. When Cogan asked how Madani 
would gain the release of the hostages, Cyrus 
Hashemi said that if the Passendideh mediation 
did not work and if Madani were not elected 
president, the hostages would be released as a 
part of an overall military action carried out 
under Madani’s leadership. 

On February 7, 1980, CIA officials deter- 
mined that Mohammed Ali Balanian Hashemi, 
also known as Jamshid Hashemi, was a “traf- 
ficker in intelligence to whomever would buy 
it,” and “dishonest and untrustworthy beyond 
belief.” They determined that one or both 
of the Hashemis had exaggerated some of their 
claimed contacts with Madani and had withheld 
ninety percent of the financial aid that was to 
be forwarded to him.*^^ After confronting Jam- 
shid Hashemi with what they had learned, the 
CIA demanded a full accounting from the Ha- 
shemis and terminated the relationship.^^® 

Cyrus Hashemi, represented by counsel Stan- 
ley Pottinger, returned the half of the funds 
that had not been provided for the operation 
involving Madani. Another substantial portion 
of the funds were provided in a non-negotiable 
check for Iranian Rials to be cashed at a Bank 
in Iran.'^® By late February 1980, the CIA had 
ceased contact with the Hashemis because they 
were not “proving able to achieve the accom- 
plishment of hostage release,” because they 
had reports that prominent members of the op- 
position in Iran did not trust and respect the 
Hashemis, and because they had uncovered 
substantial information about fraudulent busi- 
ness dealings by the Hashemis — particularly 
Jamshid, “who [had] a record of working for 
foreign intelligence services.” 

Meanwhile, Cyrus Hashemi’s plan to arrange 
a meeting between United States officials and 
Reza Passendideh was still of interest. Hashemi 
“surfaced again” in late February, reporting to 
the State Department that Reza Passendideh 
would meet with Hashemi and Pottinger in 
Europe.'^® Saunders told the Working Group 
that he would brief Pottinger with “just enough 
to give him some innocent but cogent ques- 
tions” to ask in order to determine whether 
there was anything to gain from the Passendi- 


deh contact “if it materiali[zed].” He added 
that, at that point, the State Department, too 
“ha[d] taken [their] distance from” the Hashe- 
mis.'®® The meeting did not materialize until 
July 2, when Cyrus Hashemi, Reza Passendi- 
deh, Moini,'®' and Pottinger met at the Madrid 
Hilton.'®^ Passendideh said that his “close rela- 
tive” knew he was in Madrid, as did Bani- 
Sadr,'®® and after discussing methods for open- 
ing contact between Iran and the United States, 
they settled on a letter from then-Secretary of 
State Muskie to Bani-Sadr. Passendideh told 
the group that he was there because Kho- 
meini’s “key people” wanted to end the 
crisis.'®^ 

The only operative suggestion that flowed 
from the meeting was that Muskie send a mes- 
sage directly to Iran. By the time the meeting 
occurred, the Majlis was being formed and it 
would have been appropriate for there to be 
direct communication between the United 
States and the new prime minister. Thus, the 
meeting was not viewed as significant.'®® 

On September 18, Saunders reported to the 
Working Group that Pottinger had advised him 
that Rafsanjani, Speaker of the Majlis, had 
asked Cyrus Hashemi to serve as one of two 
advisors to the Special Parliamentary Commis- 
sion to consider the hostage crisis.'®® One week 
later, Saunders reported that Hashemi and Pot- 
tinger were trying to work Hashemi back into 
the negotiation process by offering to trace the 
Shah’s assets. Hashemi claimed to have a list of 
the assets prepared by Ali Reza Nobari, head of 
the Iranian Central Bank. Hashemi also claimed 
to have submitted a paper to Majlis Speaker 
Rafsanjani pertaining to the use of the Shah’s 
assets as a basis for a settlement of the crisis.'®^ 

Also, in September 1980, the United States 
government received second-hand information 
from a former employee of the Hashemis that 
they were helping the Khomeini regime to cir- 
cumvent the United States arms embargo and 
sanctions and were distributing pro-Khomeini 
propaganda in the United States.'®® Indeed, in 
order to establish their bona fides with the 
Carter Administration, the Hashemis previously 
had claimed to have participated in the Kho- 
meini government.'®® 

Saunders advised the CIA that he was receiv- 
ing conflicting information from Cyrus Ha- 
shemi on Khomeini’s position regarding the 
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hostages. While receiving positive signals from 
his West German channel, he had more de- 
tailed information from Hashemi that Khomeini 
was “balking” at release of hostages in the im- 
mediate future. In early October 1980, the CIA 
uncovered substantial information about fraud- 
ulent business dealings by the Hashemis.^®® 

Nevertheless, Cyrus Hashemi remained in 
contact with the State Department and 
“became interesting again” during the final ne- 
gotiations, when he claimed to be in contact 
with Rafsanjani*s office and provided some in- 
formation on how United States proposals were 
being handled. On November 17, the Work- 
ing Group noted that Hashemi had reported 
“his impression” that a central Iranian concern 
was that funds in overseas branches of United 
States banks would not be available immediate- 
ly.'®^ Hashemi also reported that conflicting 
legal advice from private American lawyers on 
the extent of the United States government’s 
ability to deal with the various claims and at- 
tachments was confusing to the Iranians.'®^ Al- 
though Hashemi suggested he would go to 
Paris to meet with an aide to Raja’i, Roberts 
Owen, Legal Advisor, Department of State, and 
Lloyd Cutler, White House counsel, said the 
United States would meet directly to clear up 
any confusion.'®^ That same day, according to 
Pottinger, Hashemi sent a telex to Raja’i giving 
his views on the financial aspects of the United 
States proposal i.e., that Iran’s financial inter- 
ests could be protected.'®® 

The Iranians indicated they wanted to main- 
tain the existing channel of communication 
through the Algerians and not deal directly 
with the United States.'®® Moreover, toward the 
end of December, as Hashemi’s information 
seemed to conflict with information received 
from other channels,'®^ Saunders reported from 
Algiers that “Hashemi [was] not dealing with 
people who [were] plugged in” to the negotia- 
tions, and expressed his concern about “cross- 
ing wires.” '®® 

Clearly Cyrus Hashemi’s insights and sugges- 
tions were not generally of much value to the 
United States government.'®® Henry Precht, 
who, as operational head of the working group, 
had the most detailed information from all the 
private channels, believed Hashemi to be “un- 
reliable”.'^® The State Department, always sus- 
picious of Hashemi’s motives, did not rely 
heavily upon him, but his judgements about the 


powerlessness of Bani-Sadr and Ghotbzadeh 
were consistent with other analysis of the situa- 
tion. 

b. Professor Richard Cottam 

Many others in contact with the United 
States government, such as Professor Richard 
Cottam, professor emeritus at the University of 
Pittsburgh, proved valuable to the United 
States in interpreting events in Iran and cor- 
roborating or refuting information provided by 
others. Professor Cottam, who had spent a year 
in Iran as a Fulbright scholar in 1951 was an 
early source and conduit for information. '’' 
Not only were his educational credentials im- 
pressive, he had worked for the United States 
government and been stationed in Iran from 
1956 to 1958. 

Given Cottam’s background and previous 
contacts with Precht, he was a natural “chan- 
nel” of communication. Cottam’s communica- 
tions with Ghotbzadeh and others were re- 
ported in Iran updates as early as November, 
1979. On December 11, 1979 Cottam called 
Ghotbzadeh at Precht’s request to “take sound- 
ings on Iranian internal debate on ending the 
crisis.”'’^ Ghotbzadeh said he knew Iran’s “ulti- 
mate condition” (presumably extradition of the 
Shah) could not be met but that Iran would 
need some concessions from the United 
States.'^® At the end of the conversation Ghotb- 
zadeh said he hoped to see Cottam “very 
soon,” which Cottam understood as a coded 
reference, which they had agreed on earlier, in- 
dicating that a settlement might be near.'^® 

The first information from Ghotbzadeh that 
Cottam was able to corroborate concerned the 
possible extradition of the Shah. With the 
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in December, 
1979, Ghotbzadeh had become aware of the in- 
ternal and international costs that Iran paid for 
the holding of the hostages. He had tried to 
work with the United States on the United Na- 
tions Commission of Inquiry, while at the same 
time emphasizing his plan to extradite the Shah 
to Iran.'’® He told Cottam that he did not be- 
lieve Khomeini would be receptive to the argu- 
ment that, once the hostage issue was resolved, 
Iran could assume a role in opposing the Sovi- 
ets. 

The State Department was advised by Am- 
bassador Lang, also in touch with Ghotbzadeh, 
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that he was interested in a three-point United 
Nations Security Council resolution that could 
form the starting point for a shared United 
States-Iranian interest in Afghanistan.^’® Ghotb- 
zadeh believed the Security Council should rec- 
ommend as “parallel and interconnecting,” the 
following: extradition of the Shah and restitu- 
tion of imperial assets by the Americans and re- 
lease of the hostages by the Iranians.'*® Al- 
though Lang, as had Cottam, pointed out the 
difliculties of extradition, Ghotbzadeh re- 
mained focused on the concept, saying we 
should not be deterred by “technicalities.” '*' 

Cottam also reported to the State Depart- 
ment that Iranian presidential politics seemed 
to be at play in Ghotbzadeh’s interest in reach- 
ing a settlement, as he believed a settlement 
would advance his own political fortunes.'®^ 

After Bani-Sadr was elected president, 
Cottam was advised that there would be no real 
progress until he had parliamentary control.'®* 
This was echoed by Ambassador Lang. '®^ 
Ghotbzadeh told Cottam that he and Bani-Sadr 
were “not getting on well” in early February, 
but that he expected to remain in office for two 
months.'®® In those months he continued to 
work diligently to extradite the Shah and gain 
the release of the hostages. 

c. The French Lawyers and Ghotbzadeh 

One channel that appeared to have the most 
likelihood of ending the hostage crisis was 
Hamilton Jordan’s contact with Ghotbzadeh 
through French lawyers Francois Cheron and 
Christian Bourguet, and Argentine business- 
man Hector Villalon. Jordan’s contacts with the 
lawyers originated from his relationship with 
Panamanian President Omar Torrijos, cultivat- 
ed during the Panama Canal treaty negotiation. 
Jordan, who had arranged the transfer of the 
Shah from the United States to Panama, hoped 
“to create a better atmosphere for resolving 
the hostage crisis.” '®® 

As noted above, Ghotbzadeh had raised with 
Cottam the issue of the Shah’s extradition from 
Panama as a first step towards the release of 
the hostages, and, despite Cottam’s skepticism, 
Ghotbzadeh seemed confident Panama would 
surrender the Shah.'®’ Panamanian officials 
suggested to Jordan that he meet directly with 
the French lawyers to discuss extradition. He 
agreed, and on January 19, 1980 Jordan and 
Saunders met in London with Bourguet and 


Hector Villalon.'®® During the meeting, Bour- 
guet called Ghotbzadeh directly in Tehran. 
While Ghotbzadeh would not speak with 
Jordan, it clearly demonstrated Bourguet’s 
access to the Iranian foreign minister.'®® 

Nearly three months of serious and extreme- 
ly sensitive negotiations followed. Given the 
fact that Khomeini had forbidden such direct 
contact, these meetings and this channel of ne- 
gotiations were viewed as the most hopeful 
channel then being pursued. On February 4, 
President Carter noted in his diary that Presi- 
dent Bani-Sadr was “sending word to us direct- 
ly that he wants to proceed with the resolution 
of the hostage question” but that he “does not 
want us to identify him as a friend of the 
United States or as a moderate. He wants to be 
known as a revolutionary, protecting the inter- 
ests of Iran against both superpowers’ 
threats.” '®® 

In fact, in mid-February, Jordan held a 
secret, face-to-face meeting with Ghotbzadeh in 
Paris. What was most encouraging about the 
meeting was the fact that it happened at all.^®' 
Villalon reported to the State Department on 
March 3 that “they had worked all day to per- 
fect the final stages of the scenario.”'®* The 
final step in the scenario was for the Joint 
Commission “to resolve all unresolved bilateral 
problems” on a date to be determined by Iran 
and the United States within one month after 
the transfer of the hostages from the students’ 
custody.'®* As the days passed and nothing 
happened, the United States considered “stiffer 
measures” against Iran.'®^ 

The failure of the United Nations Commis- 
sion to influence the hostage transfer, the de- 
parture of the Shah from Panama to Egypt on 
March 23,1980, and political strife between 
clerics and secular leaders in Tehran all dimin- 
ished the prospects for success through the 
Jordan channel. The French lawyers had been 
unable to reach Panama with their extradition 
papers prior to the Shah’s departure. The Ira- 
nians, urged on by numerous press reports in 
Panama and America, believed that Henry Kis- 
singer and David Rockefeller had orchestrated 
the Shah’s flight to Egypt,'®® 

With the situation deteriorating. Carter sent 
a letter on March 25, 1980 indicating that if the 
hostages were not transferred to Iranian gov- 
ernment custody by March 31, additional “non- 
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belligerent” measures would be taken. Carter 
decided to delay imposition of more severe 
economic sanctions if certain steps were taken 
by Iran. These prospects were complicated on 
March 29 by the appearance in Iran of an 
‘‘apology letter” supposedly sent by Carter to 
the Iranian government. The White House im- 
mediately denied the authenticity of the docu- 
ment, but media speculation about the letter 
continued. As Jordan recalled, ‘‘the American 
media thought there was a greater chance that 
their own president was lying to them than 
there was that the Iranian Revolutionary Coun- 
cil was lying to them.”^®® On March 31, Bour- 
guet told the White House that Bani-Sadr had 
met with the student leaders and would an- 
nounce the details of a hostage transfer in a 
speech scheduled for noon the following day. 

Early the next morning, Vance, Brzezynski, 
Christopher, Saunders, Aaron, Jordan, Powell, 
and Sick joined the President in the Oval 
Office to listen to and read the translation of 
the speech delivered by Bani-Sadr. They had 
also received the night before an advance copy 
of a four-page statement, attributed to Kho- 
meini, rejecting any transfer of the hostages to 
government control.'®® Because of the shifting 
political landscape in Iran, as well as these ap- 
parently contradictory Iranian statements, there 
was uncertainty in the Oval Office as to an ap- 
propriate response. Jordan told the Task Force 
that the President and his top advisors recog- 
nized by that point that Ghotbzadeh, and even 
Bani-Sadr, had limited power. At that time, 
however, this channel was their only close 
option for a release of the hostages.'®® 

In response. President Carter adjourned the 
meeting and told a press conference at 7:20 
a.m. that Bani-Sadr’s statement represented a 
positive step, and that the United States would 
defer imposition of additional economic sanc- 
tions. It was becoming clear that moderate 
secularist elements in Iran, such as Ghotbza- 
deh, were losing in the power struggle with 
Khomeini’s clerical faction and could not con- 
trol the hostage situation.^®' 

It became obvious within a few days that 
Ghotbzadeh and Bani-Sadr would not be able 
to pull off the transfer of the hostages to gov- 
ernment custody. Because President Carter 
had called the Bani-Sadr speech a ‘‘positive 
step” on the morning of the Wisconsin Demo- 
cratic primary, many commentators and key 


Reagan campaign officials later viewed this as 
an attempt by President Carter to use the hos- 
tage crisis to manipulate the American political 
process. Jordan, along with the others who par- 
ticipated in the meeting on the morning of 
April 1, flatly deny this.^®® 

On April 7, 1980 President Carter broke dip- 
lomatic relations with Iran and ordered imposi- 
tion of the sanctions that had been rejected by 
the UN Security Council. ^®^ The United States 
intensified planning for a military rescue. On 
April 11, 1980 President Carter approved mili- 
tary action and told Secretary Vance that, for 
secrecy reasons, the State Department was not 
to be involved in planning the mission.^®® 

The mission began on the evening of April 
24, 1980, when eight helicopters took off from 
an aircraft carrier near Iran. Several helicopters 
developed mechanical problems and dust 
clouds caused navigational problems.^®® The 
commander on the scene aborted the mission, 
with President Carter’s concurrence. During 
the evacuation, a helicopter collided with a re- 
fueling aircraft, killing eight United States mili- 
tary personnel. The failed rescue mission 
prompted the resignation of Secretary Vance 
and forced the United States to seek alternate 
routes to achieve the hostages’ release. 

The failed mission also strengthened radicals 
in Iran who argued that the United States was 
cooperating with moderate Iranians. When the 
Majlis convened on May 28, the IRP held an 
overwhelming majority. State radio denounced 
the Foreign Ministry as soft on America and 
the international commission as a United States 
tool. Hasan Ayat, an IRP leader, said on June 
20 that Bani Sadr was a United States agent, 
‘‘acting like the Shah” and ‘‘towing the United 
States line.”^®^ 

Most members of parliament spoke in favor 
of putting the hostages on trial. On July 20 
Khomeini again endorsed the radicals, de- 
nouncing Bani-Sadr’s regime as non-revolu- 
tionary, urging more militancy, and adding, 
‘‘We cannot tolerate those people who have 
been educated in Europe.” ^®® While the new 
Majlis speaker Rafsanjani and Bani-Sadr again 
spoke on August 1 of a quick solution, Rafsan- 
jani and Ayat called for putting the hostages on 
trial. When Muhammad Ali Raja’i was made 
prime minister on August 11. Beheshti openly 
said that Bani-Sadr would have no more au- 
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thority. A new cabinet was not named until 
September 2.^ On September 10 the Majlis 
formally approved the fourteen-man cabinet of 
Prime Minister Mohammad Ali Raja’i.^*® 

d. Sadegh Tabatabai 

In early September, Iran, through West 
German diplomatic channels, indicated some 
interest in discussions with the United States 
government to resolve the crisis.^'' On Septem- 
ber 10, 1980, the State Department received a 
cable from Gerhard Ritzel, the German Ambas- 
sador to Iran. Ritzel reported that an Iranian, 
Sadegh Tabatabai, had visited him on Septem- 
ber 9, 1980 and had set forth conditions for 
the release of the hostages which Tabatabai 
said had been approved by Khomeini. 

Although the message from Iran was viewed 
with skepticism, the reliability of the German 
intermediaries lent it greater credence. Presi- 
dent Carter approved efforts to pursue this 
channel and the Germans were asked for au- 
thentication from Tabatabai. Khomeini gave a 
speech several days later and announced the 
four issues to be resolved before the hostages 
would be released. 

On September 15 and 17, 1980 Warren 
Christopher and a small team of Americans met 
with Sadegh Tabatabai and Hans-Dietrich 
Genscher, the German foreign minister, at a 
German guest house near Bonn.^^^ During the 
first meeting, Tabatabai raised the issue of 
arms already paid for by Iran but not yet deliv- 
ered because of the arms embargo. Christo- 
pher explained to Tabatabai that this issue 
would only complicate negotiations, but that 
about $50 million in spare parts could be 
shipped promptly to Iran when the crisis was 
resolved. The issue was not raised again 
during the negotiations in Germany.^'’ Christo- 
pher and Tabatabai ended their two days of ne- 
gotiations confident that the hostage crisis 
would be resolved shortly. They agreed to 
confer with their respective governments and 
meet again in late September. 

On September 22, 1980, ten days after Kho- 
meini’s speech on the conditions for release of 
the hostages, and five days after the meetings 
in Germany, Iraqi forces launched multiple 
military attacks against Iran, its airfields, and its 
cities, including Tehran.*'® Iran and Iraq had a 
long history of troubled relations. Border 
clashes had occurred in April 1980.**® Iraq’s 


September invasion and declaration of war 
(which Iranians believed had been ordered by 
the United States) had direct consequences for 
the hostage negotiations.**' 

In the short-term, the invasion focused the 
attention of Iranian leaders on the war.*** The 
war also intensified the political struggle be- 
tween Bani-Sadr and Raja’i. This struggle, how- 
ever, highlighted the decline in Bani-Sadr’s 
power, as well as the political gains of the IRP. 
On October 12, Khomeini named Bani-Sadr as 
the chairman of the Supreme Defense Council, 
which had broad powers to conduct the war.*** 
Raja’i, however, instructed government depart- 
ments to deal with Bani-Sadr only through his 
office.**^ Raja’i also took steps to control Irani- 
an foreign policy, including personally taking 
Iran’s case against Iraq to the United Nations 
Security Council in mid-October, 1980. Bani- 
Sadr reacted in late October by asking Kho- 
meini to use his power to dismiss the Raja’i 
cabinet, but Khomeini refused.*** In a newspa- 
per column, Bani-Sadr accused the IRP and its 
Majlis members of “undermining the war 
effort, breaking the spirit of the army and 
acting as ‘a poison dagger that strikes at our 
heart from behind.’ ’’ **® 

In addition to reigniting the internal political 
struggle, the Iranian leaders became aware of 
the impact on their war effort of their interna- 
tional isolation.**^ This isolation manifested 
itself in a number of ways, including the slow 
sale of oil in international markets and the lack 
of access to military material and badly-needed 
spare parts.**® Iran’s isolation was further dem- 
onstrated in Raja’i’s visit from October 16-19 
to the United Nations, which Iran had boycott- 
ed since the Security Council called for the re- 
lease of the hostages.**® Raja’i was at the 
United Nations to press Iran’s case against 
Iraq, but “learned firsthand the lack of sympa- 
thy for Iran as a result of its holding hos- 
tages.’’ **® Raja’i called for a condemnation of 
Iraqi aggression, but was answered by efforts to 
discuss the hostages.**' 

When Tabatabai returned to Tehran ten days 
later, he reported the results of his meetings 
with Christopher to the Iranian leadership.*** 
They decided that the assurances of the United 
States government had to be reviewed by the 
Majlis, which had already approved a seven- 
man commission on September 30, 1980 to ne- 
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gotiaie the conditions for the release of the 
hostages. 

Following Tabatabai’s initial request for arms 
during the September meetings with Christo- 
pher, the Department of Defense prepared an 
inventory of arms purchased by Iran but not 
delivered because of the embargo. The NSC 
thought that a discussion of some arms might 
break potential deadlocks in the negotiations 
and planned for this possibility. The Defense 
Security Assistance Agency prepared a com- 
plete list of critical and noncritical end items, 
spare parts, and repairable items valued at 
about $550 million. 

On October 9, 1980, Ambassador Gerhard 
Ritzel,^^® in a cable to Bonn, relayed reports of 
Tabatabai’s fruitful meetings in Iran.^^’ He also 
reported that the Majlis Commission intended 
to add conditions to the release of the hos- 
tages, but within the framework of what had 
been discussed between Tabatabai and Christo- 
pher.^^® On October 10, 1980, Ambassador 
Ritzel cabled through Bonn to the State De- 
partment that Tabatabai had asked if the U.S. 
could provide a list of goods, and their value, 
which had been ordered by Iran but not deliv- 
ered.^®® At this same time, the State Depart- 
ment prepared an analysis suggesting that it 
would be contrary to United States declarations 
of neutrality in the Iraq-Iran war not to supply 
the military spare parts which had been or- 
dered and approved for sale to Iran.^^® 

Prior to reviewing the Carter administration’s 
ultimate response to the Tabatabai request by 
including spare parts and military equipment 
among the frozen assets it would unfreeze 
upon the hostages’ release, the Minority would 
note the following historical observations: First, 
according to former NSC staff member Gary 
Sick, on October 11, the Carter administration 
in response to the Tabatabai request began 
constructing a package of military equipment 
that would be attractive to the Iranians while 
avoiding items that were very sensitive (such as 
electronic counter measures devices) or highly 
lethal (such as missiles, bombs and torpe- 
does). As Sick later wrote, “[m]any of the 
items would be of little value to the Iranian air 
force, but others could potentially be quite im- 
portant.” Second, Sick’s superior, National 
Security Advisor Brzezinski, also noted that, in 
the wake of the outbreak of the Iran-Iraq war, 
the United States “began to hold out that 


option [of including spare parts among the 
frozen assets to be released] as a way of entic- 
ing the Iranians into a prompt settlement. By 
the middle of October, we were even discuss- 
ing among ourselves the possibility of pre-posi- 
tioning some of these spare parts in Germany, 
Algeria, or Pakistan, so that the Iranians could 
then promptly pick them up with their own air- 
craft.” Indeed, Brzezinski described to the 
lask Force the Carter administration’s ap- 
proach to the spare parts issue as follows: “Our 
position was, you have grabbed our people. We 
have grabbed your stuff in retaliation. You re- 
lease our people. We will release your stuff. 
Since some of that stuff was military equip- 
ment, and they were now under duress with the 
Iraqi invasion, our thinking was they may be 
more susceptible to entertaining the idea of a 
quid pro quo.” 

In any event. President Carter ultimately ap- 
proved the package, and Christopher respond- 
ed by cable to Tabatabai’s request on October 
11, 1980, by providing a list of previously pur- 
chased spare parts, military equipment and 
cash valued at approximately $230 million that 
could be made available upon release of the 
hostages.®^® On October 13, Bonn reported 
that Tabatabai had been told of the cable and 
that he had advised Bani-Sadr.®^® 

The Majority notes here that President 
Carter reiterated his position to Christopher 
that only previously purchased non-lethal 
spares would be available following the release 
of the hostages. The President also asked 
Christopher on October 14, 1980 to seek 
German Foreign Minister Genscher’s view on 
pre-positioning selected military spare parts 
outside the United States as proof of U.S. in- 
tentions and as a potential way to deflect an 
Iranian suggestion of a staggered hostage re- 
lease. Later in the day, he again spoke with 
Christopher and agreed with Genscher’s sug- 
gestion that the proposal to pre-position these 
spares not now be made.^^’ Christopher told 
the Task Force that staff discussions at various 
levels were ongoing during this period, and 
that lists of assets being prepared were 

“. . . on an entirely contingency 
basis so we would be in a position to 
move quickly if the Iranians at least 
started a conversation. 
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Wc were very anxious in this period, 
of course, to be in a position to move 
rapidly, not for any other reason than 
every day longer that the hostages 
were there was one more on our 
minds. 

So, frustrated by not having heard 
back from Tabatabai, I think all of us 
in the working group were trying to 
find some way to jump-start the nego- * 
tiations again. And I can only think 
that Gary [Sic] and his people were 
sending these lists forward so they 
could be used if the negotiations could 
be restarted, which they weren’t. 

♦ # 

I would want to emphasize that from 
my standpoint President Carter never 
signed off on any final offer to be 
made, except the document he finally 
signed on the 20th of January. 

But he did, I think reluctantly, agree 
that we should be prepared to discuss 
that issue. It was pretty consistent with 
the instructions he gave me before the 
original Tabatabai meeting. 

On October 18, Christopher sent a cable to 
Genscher asking whether it would be useful to 
pass to the Iranians “at the highest level possi- 
ble” several draft orders that the United States 
was prepared to execute. These orders dealt 
with release of assets frozen since the seizure 
of the hostages, including $2.5 billion in funds 
frozen in the Federal Reserve in New York and 
$4.9 billion in funds frozen in overseas banks; 
and making available upon the hostages’ re- 
lease “certain military equipment and spare 
parts previously purchased by Iran.” The offers 
in the cable would be “available for acceptance 
only for a limited period.” Christopher did not 
receive a response and did not meet again with 
Tabatabai. 

The Majority would further note that the 
State Department was reviewing the situation 
as a result of various simultaneous events — Ta- 
batabai’s request, the Houshang Lavi initia- 
tive,^^® and a request from Israel that they be 
allowed to ship arms to Iran.“® As stated in an 
October 22, 1980 message to the Israelis, 
“[t]he position of the United States has consist- 
ently been that when the hostages are released 


the United States could consider unblocking 
certain military orders stopped in tran- 
sit. . .” 251 

On October 28, President Carter stated his 
position regarding the availability of the frozen 
assets in the Presidential debate. 

Approval of Khomeini’s four conditions by 
the Majlis was delayed for three weeks due to 
parliamentary maneuvering and the boycotting 
of sessions by extremist members. Ahmed 
Salamatian, a former member of the Iranian 
Parliament, reported these delays in the hos- 
tage discussions, but he attributed them to the 
creation of a commission to negotiate the re- 
lease terms. 254 Other reports surfaced suggest- 
ing widespread confusion in the Iranian gov- 
ernment. 255 Tabatabai advised he was “not op- 
timistic” because the “entire leadership [was] 
tied up with the war with Iraq.” 25® 

On November 2, 1980, the Majlis voted to 
approve the four conditions for the release of 
the hostages. 2^’ On November 3, 1980, formal 
Iranian Resolution documents were presented 
to the State Department by the Algerian gov- 
ernment. 258 Seven days later, Christopher de- 
parted for Algeria 25® for the first in a series of 
meetings that would lead to the release of the 
American hostages on January 20, 1981.2®° 
While it is not clear that Iranian leaders made a 
considered decision regarding the timing of the 
election eve conditions for the release of the 
hostages, in the end, they saw their contribu- 
tion to Carter’s defeat as demonstrating the 
revolution’s power, proof that the United 
States did not control Iran and that the United 
States’ leaders must tremble before Tehran.®®^ 

C. The Banking Channel and 
Final Negotiations 

On January 7, 1981, Warren Christopher and 
a full negotiating team again travelled to Al- 
giers to work directly with Foreign Minister 
Benyahia and the Algerian negotiating team. 
With the dispatch of Christopher and his nego- 
tiating team, the United States entered the final 
two-week period of the negotiations. Working 
twenty-four hours a day, the negotiations took 
place among six separate locations. The Presi- 
dent, his counsel, Lloyd Cutler, and others in- 
volved in the financial side of the negotiations 
stayed principally in Washington. The banks 
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had personnel in Washington. New York, 
London, and Algiers. Christopher and his 
group were in Algiers with Benyahia, where the 
final papers were being written. An Algerian 
negotiating team was also in Tehran to work 
directly with the Iranians. Attorneys represent- 
ing Iran were in London, New York, and 
Frankfurt, Germany. 

The issues to be resolved in this last fort- 
night were exceedingly complex and filled with 
complications.^®^ The process by which these fi- 
nancial issues were ultimately disentangled has 
been fully treated in Chapters 5 and 6 of Ameri- 
can Hostages in Iran. The Task Force set out to 
understand this part of the negotiations in 
order to enable it to answer the question: Was 
the release of the hostages on the day of the in- 
auguration of President Reagan the final act of 
an October Surprise deal or merely the culmi- 
nation of difficult negotiations handled in good 
faith by all parties? To this end, all of the par- 
ticipants in this aspect of the negotiations were 
interviewed by Task Force counsel. 

1. Record of the Negotiations 

On January 15, 1981, after weeks of advances 
and setbacks in the negotiating process, the 
Iranians said they would accept the following 
terms: (1) paying off outstanding bank loans to- 
taling $4.8 billion, either immediately or sub- 
ject to verification at a later date; (2) returning 
the hostages upon the receipt of $8.1 billion, 
and; (3) accepting in principle the United 
States proposal that $2.2 billion in deposits in 
the United States be returned later, with a $1 
billion escrow account established as security 
for a claims program. ^®^ This proposal raised 
problems ^®® but, in principle, was acceptable to 
all parties. A meeting was convened for the 
next day. After a day-long session on January 
16, the banks agreed to the proposal with slight 
modifications.^®® Warren Christopher sent the 
cable containing the counter offer to Tehran 
on the morning of January 17. By day’s end, 
after hours were spent correcting technical 
errors in the language of the documents, Chris- 
topher reported that the Iranians accepted the 
basic terms of the Declarations except for the 
total amount of the assets Iran would re- 
ceive. ^®^ On January 18 and January 19, the 
United States and Iran, respectively, initialed 
the Declarations and other supporting docu- 
ments.^®* President Carter announced the 


agreement in principle on the afternoon of Jan- 
uary 19, 1981. An hour after his announce- 
ment, however, it was discovered that Iran had 
refused to sign the Implementing Technical 
Clarifications and Directions (ITCD). As indi- 
cated previously, the ITCD contained Attach- 
ment B, a Form of Payment Order. As a gener- 
al rule, banks will not make payment from ac- 
counts on deposit without having first received 
such a payment order. Attachment B was thus a 
critical document to the banks. This failure 
threatened the entire deal. It was at this point 
that proponents of the October Surprise allega- 
tions have asserted that the negotiations 
bogged down for inexplicable or artificial rea- 
sons.^®* 

2. Delays 

The Task Force made a special effort to de- 
termine the reasons for the delays which oc- 
curred in the final hours of the negotiations. 
Task Force investigators interviewed all the key 
participants in these talks. 

Two delays, in particular, needed to be ex- 
plained: (1) Iran’s refusal to sign the Form Pay- 
ment Order on January 19; and, (2) the delay 
in the hostage turnover on the morning of Jan- 
uary 20. 

a. January 19, 1981 

(i) All Reza Xobari 

Ali Reza Nobari was appointed governor of 
the Central Bank of Iran (Bank Markazi) on 
November 15, 1979, one day after President 
Carter froze Iran’s assets. In this capacity, he 
was responsible for the central management of 
the Bank, worked with the Iranian Revolution- 
ary Council and, on occasion, made payments 
for arms agreements between Iran and third- 
party individuals or countries. Nobari also 
chaired the committee tasked with overseeing 
the financial aspects of the Algiers negotiations. 

Nobari prefaced his comments by explaining 
that, in order to understand the delays, one 
had to understand the role the hostages played 
in the internal politics of Iran. 

According to Nobari, after the Shah left and 
Khomeini returned to Iran, power was initially 
based in the secularist government headed by 
Barzagan and later by Bani-Sadr. The clerics 
did not wield absolute power. But, it was never 
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their intention to remain outside of the power 
structure. The seizure of the hostages provided 
a vehicle by which the clerics would seize con- 
trol of the government and fulfill their ultimate 
objective of establishing an Islamic Republic. 
According to Nobari, the clerics, therefore, had 
strong and independent reasons for keeping 
the hostages until they solidified their power 
base. They felt that as long as the hostages re- 
mained in captivity, the secularists could never 
solidify their hold on the government. Instabil- 
ity worked to the advantage of the clerics. 
Nobari suggested that many apparently inexpli- 
cable halts in the negotiations could be attrib- 
uted to internal political struggles. 

With the selection of Raja’i as Prime Minis- 
ter, Khomeini had effectively taken control of 
the government. The hostages then became ex- 
pendable, and a solution could be negotiated. 

With respect to the January 19 delay, Nobari 
admitted that Iran did not have a way to estab- 
lish with any certainty the amount of assets ac- 
tually frozen by the United States. They were 
forced to negotiate the sum to be released by 
offering their best estimates of their total claim. 
The Iranians feared that final agreement would 
be construed as a waiver of future claims if ad- 
ditional assets should be discovered. It is 
against this backdrop, suggested Nobari, that 
the objection by Iran to the language of the 
form payment order must be understood. 

According to Nobari, he personally received 
the payment order and had to agree to its 
terms. In his view, the payment order appeared 
to contain language that would release the 
Americans from future liability even if it was 
later discovered that an American depository 
institution had deposits on hand that had not 
been turned over to Iran at the time of the 
final settlement. Nobari said he could not sign 
such a general release. He said that he felt that 
the United States banks were acting like “vul- 
tures” and that their payment demands subject- 
ed Iran to a “total surrender”. When Nobari 
resurfaced after several hours and made his ob- 
jections known, the matter was resolved to his 
satisfaction by the removal of the general re- 
lease language by the banks. 

When asked whether he was told by anyone 
to delay the signing of the payment order, 
Nobari answered categorically, “no.” When 
asked whether any aspect of the delays on Jan- 
uary 19 appeared to be related to the October 


Surprise hypothesis he again said, “no”. He 
said that the delays were the natural result of 
the effort to disentangle complicated and politi- 
cally-charged events. He added that the Iranian 
government wanted to be finished with the 
hostages before Reagan became President. 

(ii) John Hoffman 

John Hoffman is a partner with the law firm 
of Shearman and Sterling. In 1979 he was re- 
sponsible for the supervision of litigation, espe- 
cially involving international matters, that per- 
tained to Shearman and Sterling’s client. Citi- 
bank.^’'® On May 2, 1980 Hoffman said he was 
informed by a German counsel for the govern- 
ment of Iran that Iran was interested in pursu- 
ing a financial settlement to the hostage 
crisis. Although unknown to him at the time, 
this contact was instigated by Ali Reza Nobari 
and Bank Markazi. The conditions upon which 
the financial discussions could be initiated were 
that the negotiations had to be kept strictly 
secret and that Iran would not put up any 
monies in addition to those under the freeze 
order. 

Hoffman and, eventually, a consortium of 
bank counsel received permission to begin talks 
from Deputy Treasury Secretary Robert Cars- 
well. In December, 1980, these negotiations 
merged with the “official” negotiations that led 
to the final settlement of the hostage crisis. 
Throughout the eight months from May 2, 
1980 to January 20, 1981, Hoffman was inti- 
mately involved in the financial side of the ne- 
gotiations. 

In his sworn statement Hoffman offered the 
following analysis of the January 19th incident: 

Q: So now January 19th is upon us 
and the ITCD, the papers are drawn 
and communicated and there are two 
things I want to have you discuss. First 
is the 1 1 page appendix. 

A: The famous 1 1 page appendix. 
Frank will tell you all about that. 
’Cause he wrote it. 

Q: But it is sent, what I am interest- 
ed in, not so much the technical terms 
of it at this juncture but we read that 
all of a sudden, that between the 15th 
and the 19th, you seemed to have de- 
cided that down and dirty was the way 
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to do it, that everyone was proceeding, 
telexes are sent on the 19th and all of 
a sudden we are in a black hole again. 
No communication. Tell us about your 
appreciation of that situation. 

A: Yes. Well during those closing 
days, it was pretty natural that there 
were drafting problems to say the 
least. Because you didn’t get everyone 
together. You had guys in different 
places and different time zones. And 
all that. But the concept that we were 
working on we understood to be a 
fairly simple set of payment instruc- 
tions that would be agreed upon in ad- 
vance. 

We would have a text of a message 
that would come to the banks, if you 
are instructed to do this with the 
money and then the money gets into 
the escrow and then there are instruc- 
tions to the escrow agents, that upon 
the happening of this thing, you are 
instructed to do this. And that was the 
sort of flowback to the escrow account, 
the so called dollar account number 
one, and number two at the Bank of 
England and that is what provided the 
banks with assurance that they were 
going to get paid because other than 
that you had a lick of a promise from 
the Iranians and nothing else. So it 
was essential in my perception and I 
think for everyone else, that you have 
that kind of instruction agreed upon in 
advance otherwise you couldn’t be 
sure, — that one of these banks 
wouldn’t balk. And we had good 
reason to believe that at least one of 
them would balk. Because we had, 
there had been some strains in the 
fabric all along. 

* * * * * 

It was essential to get that instruc- 
tion. 

It was tough. And we were working 
literally around the clock for several 


days there. And you know, you were 
working constantly. The text of the 
famous 1 1 page appendix was sent to 
Brown on the morning of, Sunday 
morning, whatever that date was. Here 
was the last version. And it contains 
some language which it turns out the 
Iranians took serious umbrage at. And 
in retrospect, were rationally con- 
cerned with. Which they read to be a 
requirement that the Iranians release 
their claims against US banks across 
the board. Now, part of this settlement 
was these deposits would get turned 
over and the litigation would be termi- 
nated by Iran against the banks and 
the banks against Iran. And a provi- 
sion was written into the telex that this 
instruction contained our mutual un- 
derstanding that the amount set forth 
was owing by the banks listed to Iran. 
The Iranians took that to mean a gen- 
eral release. They did not know, and 
as it turned out, and I found out 
through my ensuing ten years, they 
still don’t know a lot of what their ac- 
counts were. They didn’t know where 
they were, how much they were, 
etc. . . . And they were afraid they 
were simply giving a general release of 
claims that they hadn’t even made. 
And that looked offensive, or was cer- 
tainly a reason for them to take of- 
fense at. But anyhow, that language in 
that effect was in that draft 1 1 page 
appendix. We didn’t know what their 
concern was, because we had sent that 
language to Brown on the morning of 
Sunday and didn’t hear a peep until, 
for about 24 hours. Until all of a 
sudden after the Algiers accords were 
initialed I guess on Sunday night by 
Christopher and the other guys. All of 
a sudden everything came into a halt. 
And we couldn’t figure out what was 
going on. Where is the response back 
on this language, what is the status of 
the escrow agreement? They said the 
escrow agreement hadn’t been ap- 
proved yet or something. That starts 
this kind of crazy 12 hour period 
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where no one knew what was going 
on. 

« ♦ * 4t « 

Only later in the day did it begin to 
appear that their concern was over the 
reading of the language and it sound- 
ed like a general release. And I said 
jesus, Roger, we’re not asking for a 
general release. If the banks have got 
a deposit that they owe, they are going 
to pay it. That is what they are in the 
business of doing. So, you know, if 
that is what it is, we can fix it. Quick. 
And I started writing and Bruce Nich- 
ols comes down, and poor Bruce is 
now dead and started drafting some- 
thing. Roger started drafting some- 
thing. Meanwhile, in zings a series of 
payment orders from Bank Markazi 
into three US banks demanding pay- 
ment on the accounts. Framed in the 
language of the telex but having but 
nothing about the escrow. Just pay or 
else. And this is Monday night. And I 
tell Carswell and Cutler and I think 
Ham Jordan who suddenly showed up 
at this point. And I said look, we’re 
not going to do this. Give us some 
time. Brown has got some language, 
he says he is sending it out to Tehran 
for them to approve. He is sending it 
to me. I will take a look at it. If it 
looks like it is going to work, we think 
we can get this done. They decide, 
okay. We’ll go along with that. Cutler 
I know was very dubious about it. I 
was afraid that the government was 
simply going to call an end to the 
process. And order the banks to pay 
on the basis of those truncated pay- 
ment orders. And that would have 
blown this thing sky high. Because I 
am sure that at least one institution 
would not have paid. And that would 
have really clobbered it. But you don’t 
know. What happened was, we looked 
at the language Roger had drafted, I 
think Bruce and I made a couple of 
comments on it and then we decided 
to pray. And at that point he sent it 
out and we waited. And as you know it 
came through, with some quirks, but it 


came through. And it got done. Now, 
did someone use that as an excuse to 
hold this up and delay it for a little 
while? The somebody was obviously 
Nobari who was balking at issuing the 
payment instructions the way it was 
framed. And balking at the last minute 
anyhow. My own view anyhow had 
always been, as I say, I never met 
Nobari and I don’t know really what 
his problem was. But I know they had 
a problem with this language. Because 
it was an issue that came up in the 
subsequent negotiations. Time and 
again this issue of unidentified ac- 
counts was something that we had to 
work out literally over the next ten 
years. So it was a real issue for those 
guys. And we didn’t know that too 
much at that time. So there was a real 
issue there which I can see rationally 
would give somebody heartburn and 
which we could have solved faster and 
easier if in fact we had been sitting 
around a table rather than at opposite 
side of the world. The fact is that we 
did resolve it through really the cre- 
ative intervention of one of the Iranian 
lawyers. And the thing got sent and 
the money moved and that was that.^^^ 

In short, Hoffman did not think the objection 
to the language of the payment order raised by 
Nobari on January 19 could properly be seen 
as a deliberate effort to delay the negotiations. 
He observed that in “retrospect their position, 
to me, is quite understandable.’’ He added 
that over the succeeding ten years, as he con- 
tinued to negotiate the remaining Iranian 
claims, “the biggest problem . . . was this 
concern over unidentified accounts and the 
breadth of these releases they were giving 
up.’’ Objectively speaking, he concluded, it 
was a legitimate concern. 

(Hi) Algerian Negotiators 

On November 18, 1992, Task Force counsel 
met in Algiers with former Algerian Ambassa- 
dor to Iran, Abdul Kharim Gheraieb. former 
Ambassador to the United States Redah Malek, 
and former Algerian Central Bank Director 
Mustafi. All three men were members of the 
Algerian negotiating team. 
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The Task Force asked the Algerians to help 
explain developments in the final months of 
the negotiations.^’^ The issue of the last-minute 
delays in January, 1981 featured prominently in 
the discussion. The Algerians, like Ali Reza 
Nobari, felt it important to explain these delays 
by first placing them in context. They pointed 
out that the hostages served as a political 
weapon in the struggle between the radicals 
and the moderates. They agreed that no nego- 
tiated settlement could be completed until the 
radicals consolidated their power and took con- 
trol over the central positions of Iranian gov- 
ernment. Indeed, the Algerians pointed out 
that not until Raja*i became Prime Minister 
were all of the pieces in place for “serious ne- 
gotiation” to begin. 

The Algerians used the Tabatabai initiative 
as a case study of the overall problems faced by 
the negotiators throughout the negotiations. 
Ambassador Gheraieb explained that the Taba- 
tabai initiative had the earmark of a successful 
negotiation. Tabatabai had a close relationship 
with Khomeini and appeared to have Kho- 
meini’s approval to negotiate a settlement pro- 
vided the four negotiating points brought by 
Tabatabai to Bonn could be met. Yet this initi- 
ative failed for two reasons, according to the 
Algerians. First, Tabatabai himself was a liberal 
with a western education. He also held a posi- 
tion in the Bazargan government, which was 
distrusted by the more radical elements in Iran. 
Even with the apparent support of Khomeini, 
the radical factions viewed Tabatabai with so 
much suspicion that it was doubtful to the Al- 
gerians that he would be “allowed” to reach a 
settlement.^’® Second, Iraq’s invasion of Iran 
on September 22, 1980 caused massive demon- 
strations against Iraq and the United States. 
Radical elements in Iran argued that the United 
States was behind the invasion and had pressed 
Iraq to continue its attacks. When Tabatabai 
was able to return to Iran, the Majlis was being 
boycotted by hard-line factions that refused to 
permit the hostage issue to be discussed on the 
heels of the Iraqi invasion. The Algerians con- 
cluded that an initiative which had begun with 
promise had fallen victim to internal politics. 

The Algerian negotiators said the January 19 
delay was directly caused by the American 
banks. They pointed to general release lan- 
guage in the document which they said was 
drafted by Chase Manhattan Bank, as the 


source of the problem.^*® This language caused 
Nobari’s refusal to sign the document. The Al- 
gerians indicated that this “banking glitch” 
caused a 24 to 36 hour delay. The Algerians 
did not believe the problem was contrived by 
the Iranians to delay the release of the hostages 
as part of an October Surprise deal. 

(iv) Warren Christopher 

Warren Christopher was the Deputy Secre- 
tary of State in November, 1979 when the 
Americans were taken hostage at the United 
States Embassy in Tehran, Iran. He became 
acting Secretary of State April 19, 1980 and 
continued for several days until the swearing in 
of Secretary Muskie, after Secretary Vance re- 
signed his post. With the assistance of Assistant 
Secretary Harold Saunders, Christopher was 
the State Department official chiefly responsi- 
ble for overseeing the hostage negotiations in 
the final months of the process. 

On January 9, 1981, Christopher was, for the 
last time, sent to Algiers to complete the hos- 
tage negotiations.^®^ The Task Force asked 
Christopher to explain the reasons for the 
delay on January 19, 1981. Christopher sug- 
gested that it would be a “mistake” to focus on 
one delay over all of the others that occurred 
in the final stages of the negotiations.^®^ He 
pointed out that January, 1981 was a continu- 
um of stops and starts caused by the complex- 
ity of negotiating a nine billion dollar, multi- 
party funds transfer agreement. He cited as ex- 
amples of earlier problems faced by the negoti- 
ating team the question of a complete pay-off 
versus bringing current outstanding loans, and 
a matter involving the Federal Reserve that re- 
quired the intervention of Lloyd Cutler. These 
two issues, among others, were no different or 
less vexing than the issues faced on January 19, 
1981. 

Turning to that day, Christopher indicated 
that this was a pure banking matter that had to 
be resolved among the bankers present in Al- 
giers and elsewhere. While he was not intimate- 
ly involved in the details of the issue, he stated 
that it was explained to him by Frank Logan 
and Robert Carswell. Based on these explana- 
tions and discussions with the Algerian Foreign 
Minister Benyahia, he believed at the time and 
continues to believe that the issue was not con- 
trived by the Iranians. Rather, they raised le- 
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gitimate concerns that had to be addressed in 
the same deliberate manner as the preceding 
problems. He saw nothing at the time that 
would lead him to conclude that the January 19 
delay was calculated to delay the release of the 
hostages beyond 12 noon on January 20, 1981. 

(v) Robert Carswell 

Robert Carswell, now a partner in the law 
firm of Shearman and Sterling, was the Deputy 
Secretary of the Treasury in the Carter admin- 
istration. He began dealing with Iran at the 
time of the revolution because Iran had a great 
deal of money on deposit at the Federal Re- 
serve Bank in New York. When Iran’s govern- 
ment changed hands, questions arose as to who 
retained control over these accounts. 

After the United States government froze 
Iran’s assets in the United States on November 
14, 1979, other creditors followed suit until vir- 
tually every asset Iran had in the United States 
was tied up in one fashion or another. Private 
parties would routinely contact Treasury in an 
effort to determine what Treasury intended to 
do with respect to the frozen assets. In this 
context, John Hoffman on behalf of Citibank 
contacted Secretary Carswell to advise him that 
he had been contacted by a German attorney 
named Waggendorf, who represented the Irani- 
an Central Bank.^®* Waggendorf was authorized 
to pursue negotiations aimed at unfreezing Ira- 
nian assets. 

Secretary Carswell and Deputy Secretary of 
State Warren Christopher agreed that Hoffman 
should be allowed to pursue their talks on the 
condition that he kept Secretary Carswell in- 
formed and that he let it be known that there 
could be no financial settlement unless the hos- 
tages were released.^®® 

Carswell oversaw the financial aspects of the 
final hostage negotiations from the Department 
of Treasury. He recounted for the Task Force 
his best recollection of the delays on January 
19 and 20, 1981. On the morning of January 
19, Carswell testified, the negotiations came to 
an inexplicable halt. After several delays, the 
Iranians let it be known that they believed “the 
banks had tried to trick the Iranians and that 
was not going to be accepted.’’ ^®^ After addi- 
tional inquiries, United States negotiators de- 
termined that the problem was “Appendix B to 
the ITCD which [Carswell] regrettably had not 
read.” *®* All the negotiators had considered 


this to be the least substantive of the docu- 
ments being written. Carswell noted “the bank- 
ers had simply done it themselves. Everybody 
knows how to write a release so nobody spent 
much time on it.” ^®® Yet according to Carswell, 
it was quite important. When Carswell read it, 
he saw the problem immediately. “Of course, it 
had in it a general release that was much 
broader than it needed to have been. I con- 
cluded and I think everyone who read it con- 
cluded that it overreached. So I suggested to 
them that they draft a release that was more 
appropriate and covered only the payments in- 
volved. So they went ahead and did it.*’ ^ 

The new draft was forwarded to Roger 
Brown in London, who was acting as counsel 
for the Iranians. Brown drafted a form of re- 
lease that he thought the Iranians would 
sign.^®^ This was cleared through the United 
States bankers who tinkered with it a little and 
then sent it back to Brown for final review and 
forwarding to the Iranians for approval. Cars- 
well noted that although the drafting process 
itself was not very difficult, “it took most of the 
day because of the communications.*’ Final- 
ly, the release was signed early the next morn- 
ing. In all, it took an entire working day to cor- 
rect the problem.^®® It was, he said, a problem 
substantially of our own making: 

Bankers always draft forms that have 
belt and suspender provisions in them. 
They always go farther than they need 
to. So I am not surprised that these 
fellows produced something that was 
broader than it needed to have been. I 
think, in context, the Iranians’ objec- 
tion to that broad release was under- 
standable and probably correct.®®^ 

b. January 20, 1981 

(i) Introduction 

The Form of Payment Order had been cor- 
rected, the negotiations were back on track. All 
that remained was for the parties to transmit 
the necessary certifications; the hostages could 
then be released. The parties appeared ready 
to do this as of 8:00 am EST on January 20. 
But, another delay prevented the hostages from 
leaving Mehrabad Airport in Tehran before the 
inauguration of Ronald Reagan. The Task 
Force sought to determine the causes of this 
delay. 
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(izj Ali Reza Nobari 

Nobari asserted no direct knowledge as to 
the reasons for the delay between 8:00 am and 
12:00 noon EST on January 20, 1981. He 
maintained that neither he nor Bank Markazi 
was responsible for the second delay.**® 

(lii) John Hoffman 

John Hoffman, like Nobari, had no specific 
information on the delay between 8:00 am and 
12 noon EST on January 20. He stated that by 
8:00 am, everything was on track, but that the 
Iranians had not received notification that the 
money had been placed on deposit with the 
Bank of England: 

Q: At that point, at 8:00 EST or 
9:00 EST, the Iranians had not gotten 
notification that the money was on de- 
posit? 

A: That’s what I was told, yeah. 

Q: But there was no technical 
glitches in the Payment Orders or any- 
thing like that? 

By 8:00 am, when the Algerian government 
was notified that the funds were placed on de- 
posit with the Bank of England the primary re- 
sponsibility to complete the deal shifted to Al- 
giers. At this point, Hoffman said that he 
joined others in the Secretary’s dining room for 
breakfast. A watch officer had reported that the 
planes were at the end of the runway and the 
engines were warming up. But, then “we didn’t 
hear anything.’’ Hoffman remembered 
saying that he “smelled a rat’’ and put a call 
through to Roger Brown in London to find out 
what was happening. Hoffman said that it ap- 
peared that the certificates attesting to the 
transfer of the funds into the escrow account 
had been completed but not delivered by the 
Algerians to the government of Iran. It was the 
delivery of these certificates to Iran which trig- 
gered Iran’s obligation to release the hostages 
under the terms of the negotiated settlement. 
.No one knew what was happening for a couple 
of hours, said Hoffman.**® Hoffman related: 

Q: But the Iranians before they were 
releasing the hostages were looking 
for those guarantees? 

A: Yes, 

Q; That notification. 


A: Yeah let me tell you that on this, 
please bear in mind that this is my 
own speculation, but what I thought 
had happened and what I expected 
had happened, this is an off the cuff 
comment. Lloyd Cutler and I have 
talked about this, we were all sort of 
puzzling what was going on. I thought 
that they wanted to be sure that they 
got them all safely on the plane and in 
the confusion, when you saw the pic- 
tures afterward there was a little bit of 
confusion, and I had heard somewhere 
that they had temporarily lost one or 
two of them. What would have hap- 
pened if those planes had landed in 
Algeria with three people missing. So 
if there was some sort of confusion 
under the hectic circumstances of the 
time, they wanted to be sure they 
weren’t sort of obligated to move 
before they were assured of that certif- 
icate being on its way. I had believed 
that was a factor. The other factor that 
I guess I have always believed was that 
the Iranians, or someone on the Irani- 
an side felt this was some way to give 
Carter a black eye. The deal was done, 
they didn’t physically get out while it 
was on his watch. That would be per- 
sonally disappointing to him and I am 
sure that it was. I never talked to 
Carter afterwards, but I know he 
talked to Lloyd. And I know this had 
to be a tremendous disappointment.*®* 

( iv ) The Algerians 

The Algerians were asked to comment on the 
last-minute delay on the morning of January 
20, 1981. This delay, they said, was the result 
of legitimate Iranian security concerns. The Al- 
gerians pointed out that the release of the hos- 
tages was an extremely volatile issue in Iran up 
until the very end. As a result, the Iranian gov- 
ernment wanted to wait until after dark to 
transport the hostages by bus to the airport. 
Ambassador Gheraieb was at the airport when 
the hostages arrived. He stated that there were 
large demonstrations not only at the airport 
terminal but on the runways as well. The Am- 
bassador recalled that the hostages arrived 
shortly after dark. Their departure was held up 


while a list of all of the hostages could be 
checked to ensure that everyone was accounted 
for and aboard the aircraft. 

The Algerians indicated that they were not 
aware of any secret meetings between the Irani- 
ans and members of the Republican party nor 
any agreement between the two groups that 
caused this delay. To their knowledge, the Jan- 
uary 20 delay was simply the product of the 
confusion on the ground and security concerns 
at the time of the scheduled departure. 

(v) Warren Christopher 

With respect to the morning of January 20, 
1981, Warren Christopher noted that the sever- 
al-hour delay was a source of some frustration 
for two reasons. First, as a personal matter, 
Christopher very much wanted the hostages to 
be released on President Carter’s watch. 
Second, as a legal matter, his authority to act 
on behalf of the United States government 
technically ended at noon. Christopher also 
stated that Foreign Minister Benyahia had as- 
sured him that the release would take place 
before noon. 

Christopher stated that, to the best of his 
recollection, the Algerian government transmit- 
ted the certificates regarding the deposit of 
funds to Iran approximately one hour after 
they were received at 8:06 a.m., January 20, 
1981.^°^ Christopher stated that the hour-long 
transmission delay was due to of the fact that 
the Algerians took extra precautions to ensure 
that all the preconditions negotiated by the 
parties had been fulfilled before they sent the 
final telex that would trigger the release of the 
hostages. While the hour-long wait was 
somewhat frustrating, Christopher did not at- 
tribute it to anything other than fatigue. 

Assuming a transmission delay of approxi- 
mately one hour, Christopher was asked why he 
thought there had been a three hour delay. He 
indicated that he had no clear answer for this. 
He was told at the time by the Algerians, and 
subsequently by former hostages, that there 
was great confusion in getting the hostages to 
the airport and into the air. He attributes the 
delays to these “mechanical” issues. He has no 
indication that the delay was intended to deny 
President Carter a release during his presiden- 
cy, yet he has no information that absolutely 
precludes this possibility. 


Finally, the Task Force asked Christopher to 
comment on the views of the Algerian negotiat- 
ing team concerning the reasons for the Janu- 
ary 20, 1981 delays. Christopher stated that the 
Algerians perspective generally squared with 
his view that the delay was a result of the con- 
fusion in Tehran. He also stated that he had a 
vague recollection that the Algerians had a 
presence on the ground in Tehran, and would, 
therefore, be in a better position to evaluate 
the actual reasons for the final delay. 

(vi) Robert Carswell 

Reflecting on the morning of January 20, 
1981 Robert Carswell observed that all the pa- 
perwork had been completed by 8:00 am. The 
group was filled with anticipation. But, “then 
nothing happened.” They were frustrated 
that there was nothing they could do. The com- 
munication lines to Tehran were not very 
good. “We didn’t have any way to find out 
what was going on.” Carswell said the nego- 
tiators never found out exactly what caused the 
delay. The United States team did not know 
then, nor did they learn later, at exactly what 
time on the morning of January 20, 1981 the 
Algerians had actually advised the Iranians that 
all of the monies had been moved. Carswell 
said he was aware that there was confusion in 
Tehran and that the hostages did not leave 
Iran until after Ronald Reagan was sworn in as 
president. He would not speculate on the rea- 
sons for this last delay. 

D. Conclusion 


The majority believes that negotiating the re- 
lease of the American hostages was ultimately, 
in many respects, a triumph of international di- 
plomacy. As one observor noted, “The Iranian 
hostage crisis provided dramatic proof of our 
nation’s commitment to the basic principles of 
international law and its affirmation of the use 
of existing international institutions for the 
peaceful settlement of disputes.” The dem- 
onstrated commitment of the United States to 
the peaceful resolution of this dispute affirmed 
our status as a nation that values human life 
and the rule of law. 

The minority shares the majority’s apprecia- 
tion of those precious values reflected in our 
peaceful resolution of the hostage crisis. How- 



ever, the minority believes that before it com- 
ments on the manner in which the crisis was re- 
solved a more comprehensive analysis of all of 
the factors that led to and impacted upon the 
ultimate resolution of this crisis should be per- 
formed in another forum. 

Negotiating the release of the American hos- 
tages was both “challenging and frustrat- 
ing,” due in large measure to the state of 
revolution which existed in Iran throughout 
this period of time as well as the shifting deci- 
sions throughout by the Ayatollah Khomeini. 
Indeed, as indicated in this chapter, in spite of 
constant efforts by both the United States and 
the international community, it was not until 
the late summer of 1980, “when a parliament 
was seated and a new government was in 
power, did the Iranians concert their atten- 
tion” on the hostages. Even then, it initially 
required the imaginative assistance of the gov- 
ernments of Germany and Switzerland, and the 
creative and skillful diplomacy of the govern- 
ment of Algeria to resolve the crisis. Looking 
back, it is clear that the difficulty and delays 
that attended to the resolution of this unprece- 
dented international crisis was due in major 
pan to the fact that Iran “had no discernable 
fixed rules, goals, or even identity.” 

As indicated in the introduction to the 
report, the Task Force has not sought to ana- 
lyze the skillfulness with which the crisis was 
settled. It sought only to determine whether, in 
the final analysis, it could be credibly argued 
that the delays in the resolution of the hostage 
situation were attributable in any manner or 
degree to a secret deal struck between the 
Reagan presidential campaign and representa- 
tives from Iran. In this regard, for all the rea- 
sons set forth throughout this report, the Task 
Force concludes that no credible evidence 
exists to support such a deal. There was no Oc- 
tober Surprise agreement ever reached. 

Endnotes 


1. W. Christopher, et aL, American Hostages in Iran: Diplomacy and 
Pressures 72 (1985). 

2. J.A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lion: The Tragedy of American- Iranian 
Relatwm 18 (1988); M. Milani, The Making of Iran's Islamic Revolu- 
tion: From Monarchy to Islamic Republic 59 (1988). 

3. M. Milani. The Making of Iran's Islamic Revolution at 64. 

4. J.A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lion at 51. 

5. J.A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lion at 57-61, 64-66. Historian 
James Bill states that the “Truman administration was • • • con- 
cerned about the contagious nature of the nationalization act in 
Iran. If Iran could nationalize the powerful British oil company in 


Iran, then why couldn’t the other oil-producing countries do the 
same thing to American companies?” Id. at 78. See abo M. Milani, 
The Making of Iran 's Islamic Revolution at 72; R. Cottam, Iran the 
United States: A Cold War Case Study 92 (1988). 

6. J.A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lion at 67, 86-94; S. Bakhash, The 
Retgn of the Ayatollahs: Iran and the Islamic Revolution 10 (rev. ed. 
1990). See abo M. Milani, The Making of Iran's Islamic Revolution at 
75; R. Cottam, Iran & the United States at 106-09. 

7. J.A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lion at 148-51; S. Bakhash, The 
Reign of the Ayatollahs at 27-28; M. Milani, The Making of Iran 's Is- 
lamic Revolution at 75. 

8. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 24. 27-30; M. 
Milani, The Making of Iran's Islamic Revolution at 91. Historian 
Shaul Bakhash writes that the local councils law was objection- 
able to the religious leaders on the grounds that it allowed 
women to vote, it did not require the adherence to Islam as a 
qualification to vote or hold office, and it allowed elected officials 
to take an oath of office on a “holy book” (not the Koran), thus 
potentially allowing infiltration of religious minorities in elected 
offices. See S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 24; M. Milani, 
The Making of Iran s Islamic Revolution at 90. 

9. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 33-35. See abo J.A. 
Bill, The Eagle and the Lion at 156-161; R. Mottahedeh, The Mantle 
of the Prophet: Religion and Politics in Iran 245-46 (1985). 

10. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 34; J.A. Bill, The 
Eagle and the Lion at 160; M. Milani, The Making of Iran's Islamic 
Revolution at 94. 

1 1. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 35-48. 

12. J.A. Bill, The Eagle and the lAon at 218. 

13. A. Parsons, The Pnde and the Fall: Iran 1974-1979 61-62 
(1984). See a&o J.A. Bill. The Eagle and the Lion at 234-35; S. Bak- 
hash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 12. 

14. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 15. 

15. J.A. Bill, The Ec^le and the Lion at 238; M. Milani, The 
Making of Iran's Islamic Revolution at 198. 

16. M. Milani, The Making of Iran's Islamic Revolution at 201; S. 
Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 15; A. Parsons, The Pride and 
the Fall at 69-70. After imposition of martial law in mid-Septem- 
ber, several demonstrators in Jaleh Square refused to disperse 
and were fired upon by the Shah’s troops. Several demonstrators 
were killed. Id. See J. Carter, Keeping Faith: Memoirs of a President 
438 (1982). 

17. J.A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lwn at 243; M. Milani, The 
Making of Iran's Islamic Revolution at 198, 205-06; R. Cottam, Iran 

the United States at 175-75; A. Parsons, The Pride and the Fall at 
121. abo C. Vance, Hard Choices: Critical Years in America's For- 
eign Policy 327-30 (1983); Z. Brzezinski, Power and Principle: Mem- 
oirs of the Sational Security Advuer, 1977-1981 356, 365-66, 370 
(1983). 

18. J.A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lion at 248; M. Milani, The 
Making of Iran's Islamic Revolution at 213. See abo Armstrong, The 
Fall of the Shah; Vance, Predicting Disaster, Deflects Call for Toughness, 
Wash. Post, Oct. 28, 1980, Al. 

19. J. Carter. Keeping Faith at 439-40; M. Milani, The Making of 
Iran's Islamic Revolution at 217; A. Parsons, The Pride and the Fall at 
90-91; C. Vance, Hard Choices at 337. As Bill noted, Brzezinski 
and his staff had argued that “only a hard-line, no-nonsense 
policy from the Shah could save the day.” J.A. Bill, The Eagle and 
the Lion at 249. 

20. J.A. Bill, The Ee^le and the Lion at 263. 

21. M. Milani, The Making of Iran 's Islamic Revolution at 219. 

22. J.A. Bill. The Eagle and the Uon at 254 (citing House of Rep- 
resentatives Committee on Foreign Affairs, Subcommittee on 
Europe and the Middle East, General Huyser's Mission to Iran, Janu- 
ary, 1979, 97th Cong., 1st Sess.. June 9, 1981, at 2). 

23. M. Milani, The Making of Iran's Islamic Revolution at 221-22; 
C. Vance, Hard Choices at 336; Z. Brzezinski, Power and Principle at 
383-385. 



24. M. Milani, The Making of Iran 's Islamic Revolution at 231-32; 
S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 17-18; J. A. Bill, The Eagle 
and the Lion at 263-64. See also E. Sciolino, Iran's Durable Revolu- 
tion, Foreign Affairs, 893, 895 (Spring 1983). 

25. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 51; E. Sciolino, 
Iran s Durable Revolution, Foreign Affairs, at 895. 

26. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 53. 

27. The Revolutionary Council had its roots in a Khomeini 
“transition team” formed by Barzagan at Khomeini's request in 
October 1978. The Council, formed in Jan. 1979, changed sig- 
nificantly one month later when the new Barzagan government 
was put into place. Barzagan and his six colleagues departed the 
Council to form a cabinet, and in their stead, Khomeini named 
clerics and moderates such as Abol-Hassan Bani-Sadr and Sadegh 
Ghotbzadeh to the council. S. Backash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs 
at 51. 

28. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 64. 

29. Behesti would become a leading force on the Revolutionary 
Council and in drafting the new constitution. See Department of 
State Briefing memorandum, “Iran Update: January 6, 1980,” 
Jan. 5, 1980 (hereinafter “Iran Update”). S« App. at 22-25. 

30. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 66. See also M. 
Milani, The Making of Iran s Islamic Revolution at 241. 

31. M. Milani, The Making of Iran's Islamic Revolution at 243; S. 
Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 67. 

32. M. Milani, The Making of Iran's Islamic Revolution at 243; S. 
Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 56-67. Bakhash stated that 
Khomeini took the view that “the insistence on open trials, de- 
fense lawyers, and proper procedures was a reflection of ‘the 
Western sickness among us,’ that those on trial were criminals, 
and ‘criminals should not be tried; they should be killed.’ ” Id. at 
62. 

33. M. Milani, The Making of Iran 's Islamic Revolution at 243; S. 
Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 68-69; J.A. Bill, The 
Eagle and the Lion at 272. 

34. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 72. 

35. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 72. In an earlier 
work, Khomeini stated that a legislature would not be needed in 
an Islamic slate because all necessary laws were laid down by the 
Koran. Id. at 73. 

36. M. Milani, The Making of Iran's Islamic Revolution at 261; S. 
Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 74. 

37. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 74. 

38. M. Milani, The Making of Iran's Islamic Revolution at 261-62. 

39. J.A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lion at 242. 

40. G. Sick, All Fall Down at 207. 

41. G. Sick, All Fall Down at 209. 

42. Id. at 210. 

43. Id. at 210. 

44. The Shah had relocated from the Bahamas to Mexico in 
June. 

45. G. Sick, All Fall Down at 216. 

46. Id. at 216. 

47. J.A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lion at 294. 

48. J.A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lion at 294. 

49. J.A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lion at 295. 

50. N. Cumming-Burce, Iranians Seize U.S. Mission, Ask Shah's 
Return for Trial, Wash. Post, Nov. 5, 1979, A-1. 

51. Id. 

52. H. Morris, Reuters, Nov. 4, 1979. 

53. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 83. 

54. M. Milani, The Making of Iran's Islamic Revolution at 264; S. 
Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 82-83. The president lost 
much of his power to the faqih under the constitution, which also 
provided for a cabinet headed by a prime minister who would be 
appointed by the president and confirmed by the single-chamber 
Majlis. Id. 

55. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 90. 


56. M. Milani, The Making of Iran 's Islamic Revolution at 281; S. 
Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 90-9 1 . 

57. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 90, 95. 

58. J.A. Bill, The Eagle and the Lion at 267; S. Bakhash, The Reign 
of the Ayatollahs at 97; M. Milani, The Making of Iran's Islamic Revo- 
lution at 282. 

59. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 97-98; J.A. Bill, The 
Eagle and the Lion at 267. 

60. The United Slates had been in contact with Beheshti since 
January, 1979, when introduced to him by Professor Richard 
Cottam. The U.S. would later view him as “the most desirable 
Iranian with whom to negotiate,” “clear, serious and consistent 
in his thoughts.” “Biography of Ayatollah Mohamed Beheshti,” 
attached to Iran Upidate: Jan. 6, 1980. See App. at 26-29. 

6 1 . S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 99. 

62. R. Cottam, Iran the United States at 229. 

63. M. Milani, The Making of Iran's Islamic Revolution at 282; R. 
Cottam, Iran the United States at 229. Several candidates from 
Bazargan’s party, as well as a from parties of the center and the 
left, also won seats. 

64. M. Milani, The Making of Iran's Islamic Revolution at 282; R. 
Cottam, Iran the United States at 229. 

65. M. Milani, The Making of Iran's Islamic Revolution at 283; S. 
Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 106. 

66. M. Milani, The Making of Iran's Islamic Revolution at 284. 

67. W. Christopher, et ai, American Hostages in Iran: The Conduct 
of Crisis 286, 288 (1985). Another contact reported that the hos- 
tages had become a “secondary matter” but remained “a useful, 
if not necessary focus of fixation for many power circles.” Id. at 
286. 

68. Radio Tehran, Nov. 10, 1979. Text in United Stales De- 
partment of Commerce, Foreign Broadcast Information Service (here- 
after FBIS) Nov. 14, 1979. 

69. B. Rubin, Paved With Good Intentions: The American Experience 
and Iran at 290 (1980). The Task Force employed the services of 
Barry Rubin to assist in understanding internal Iranian politics. 
Paved With Good Intentions hereinafter will be referred to as 
“Rubin Report”. 

70. Radio Tehran international service, Nov. 9, 1979. Text in 
FBIS, Nov. 13, 1979. From an Iranian viewpoint, the November 
1979 anti-American riots in Pakistan were an example of this up- 
surge inspired by the embassy takeover. 

71. Rubin Report at 3 (Citing P. Petrucci, Cultural Revolution, 
Iranian Style, Afrique-Asie (Paris) Dec. 10-23, 1979). 

72. Iran’s leaders inability to abrogate Khomeini’s “death sen- 
tence” for novelist Salman Rushdie, for example, continues to 
this day. 

73. In October 1979, Vice Prime Minister Sadegh Tabatabai 
cited as authorities in Iran: the revolutionary committees, the 
Revolutionary Guards, the Revolutionary Council, the govern- 
ment, and the courts. Congressional Research Service, The Iran 
Hostage Crisis at 33 (1981) (hereinafter “CRS”). Power centers in 
the hostage crisis also included Khomeini, President Bani-Sadr, 
the clerics of the Islamic Republican Party, and the radical activ- 
ists actually holding the Americans. 

74. A useful analogy here is the fact that Khomeini did not 
agree to end the Iran-Iraq war until August 1988, though it was 
clear to many of his lieutenants years earlier that the war was un- 
winnable and dangerously costly. 

75. Harold Saunders Deposition (Aug. 31. 1992) at 41 (herein- 
after “Saunders Dep.”). 

76. Id. at 3. 

77. It was staffed by three to ten people at various limes and 
included the wives of various staffers who dealt exclusively with 
hostage family members. Andrew Sens Deposition (Oct. 19, 
1992) at 5 (hereinafter “Sens Dep.”). 

78. Saunders Dep. at 4; Henry Prechi Deposition (Aug. 14, 
1992) at 4 (hereinafter “Precht Dep.”). 



79. “AT&T had given the Iranians a wonderful international 
telephone system and initially we would call (such people as) 
Ayatollah Beheshti . . Precht Dep. at 7-8. 

80. They were held in the foreign ministry. Ambassador L. 
Bruce Laingen Deposition (Sept. 1, 1992) at 25 (hereinafter 
"Laingen Dep.”). 

81. G. Sick, All Fall Down at 228-230. 

82. W. Christopher, et al., American Hostages in Iran at 60-61. 

83. Congress was also kept advised of relevant events. See Iran 
Update. Nov. 26, 1979. See App. at 30-33. 

84. Precht Dep. at 5-6. 

85. Sens Dep. at 8. 

86. Id at 9. 

87. Saunders Dep. at 5-6; Charles Cogan Deposition (Nov. 30, 
1992) at 5 (hereinafter “Cogan Dep.”). 

88. Zbigniew Brzezinski Deposition (Sept. 17, 1992) at 3-4 
(hereinafter “Brzezinski Dep.”). 

89. W. Christopher, et ai, American Hostages in Iran at 64. 

90. Sanctions included the suspension of delivery of $300 mil- 
lion in military equipment on November 9. the suspension of oil 
imports from Iran on November 12, the issuance of an Executive 
Order blocking “all official Iranian assets in the United States” 
including deposits in United States banks and their foreign 
branches on Nov. 14 (valued at $12 billion). “A Chronology on 
Iran". Nov. 8-Dec. 21, 1979 (hereinafter “DOS chronology”). 
See App. at 34-49. 

91. VV. Christopher, et ai, American Hostages in Iran at 91. 

92. Id at 91. 

93. C. Sick, All Fall Down at 251. 

94. Ambassador Eric Lang Interview (Sept. 24, 1992) at 1 
(hereinafter “Lang Int.”). 

95. W. Christopher, et ai, American Hostages in Iran at 89; See 
generally Iran Updates. 

96. Lang Int. at 4-5. 

97. W. Christopher, et ai, American Hostages in Iran at 78; De- 
partment of State memoranda, Dean’s contacts in Beirut (Nov. 9, 
1979). See App. 50-52. 

98. Department of State Briefing memorandum from INR Wil- 
liam G. Bowdler to the Secretary (Nov. 19. 1979). See App. at 
53-55 discussing implications of extraditing the Shah. 

99. W. Christopher, et ai, American Hostages in Iran at 79. Gary 
Sick stated that Bassam Abu Sharif, one of PLO chief Yassir Ara- 
fat’s principle advisors, said he met in Beirut with a close friend 
and major financial contributor to Ronald Reagan who wanted to 
have the PLO use its influence to delay a hostage release until 
after the election. See G. Sick, October Surprise at 74-75. The Task 
Force sought to contact Abu Sharif through a number of chan- 
nels and eventually word reached him of the Task Force’s inter- 
est in an interview. In spite of repeated follow-up efforts by the 
Task Force, Abu Sharif never made himself available for an inter- 
view. His statement, therefore, remained untested and uncorro- 
borated. 

100. The Iran Hostage Crisis, A Chronolog^y of Daily Develop- 
ments, Report prepared for the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
United States House of Representatives, 97th Congress, Isi Ses- 
sion (1981) (hereinafter “CRS”) at 38-39. Iran’s demands, as 
staled by its new foreign minister: (1) the return of the Shah to 
Iran for trial and the return of his assets; (2) the end of United 
Stales interference in Iranian affairs; and (3) an apologv' for past 
United States “crimes” against Iran. 

101. Mansour Farhang Deposition (Oct. 23. 1992) at 4 (herein- 
after “Farhang Dep.”). 

102. Id. at 4. 

103. Department of State Briefing memorandum from David 
Newsom. Harold Saunders to the Acting Secretary. Iran Update 
(Dec. 12. 1979). See App. 56-77. 

104. G. Sick. All Fall Down at 265. 

105. Id. at 266. 


106. That same day Sean McBride, Nobel Peace prize winner 
and former Irish Foreign Minister and head of Amnesty Interna- 
tional. arrived in Tehran to meet with Ghotbzadeh and discuss 
McBride’s serving on the international tribunal. McBride would 
report to Waldheim and State Department officials that Bani-Sadr 
and Beheshti were “very able men” but he had a lesser opinion 
of Ghotbzadeh. He shared his view of the proposed commission, 
i.e., that it would have no judicial power but would only make a 
finding as to whether there was a basis for an ongoing interna- 
tional tribunal. Iran Update: Jan. 10, 1980. See App. at 78-86. 

107. CRS at 75. 

108. Id. at 78. 

109. G. Sick. All Fall Down at 292. 

110. CRS at 84. 101. 

111. Of the other candidates. Professor Salalaleddin Farsi (the 
IRP replacement candidate for Beheshti), Foreign Minister 
Ghotbzadeh and Admiral Madani, the State Department believed 
Farsi “odds-on favorite.” Department of State Briefing Memoran- 
dum to the Secretary from Harold H. Saunders re: Iran Presiden- 
tial Election, attached to Iran Update: Jan. 4, 1980. See App. at 
87-89. In an interview. Admiral Madani, who finished second in 
the presidential vote with 14% of the ballots compared to Bani 
Sadr’s 75%, said he would form an opposition party. Madani 
blamed his loss on the “students” at the embassy who accused 
him of being an agent of the CIA. CRS at 94. 

112. However, Revolutionary Council spokesman Ayatollah Be- 
heshti said there was no agreement within the Council on the 
hostages-commission situation, and that Bani Sadr was “express- 
ing his personal opinions” and not those of the Council in his 
statements about the negotiations. CRS at 105. 

113. Interview in L'Expresso, Feb. 15, 1980. 

114. CRS at 111. 

115. Id. at 123. See W’. Christopher, et ai, American Hostages in 
Iran at 132. 

116. CRS at 46. 

1 17. DOS chronology . See App. at 34-49. 

1 18. W. Christopher, et ai, American Hostages in Iran at 98. 

119. CRS at 192. 

120. W. Christopher, et ai. American Hostages in Iran at 98. 

121. CRS at 62. 

122. Christopher had known Pottinger while both served in the 
Department of Justice. Saunders Dep. at 31. Cyrus Hashemi pro- 
vided the American officials with his bona fides. He claimed that 
he had been a Senior Advisor to the Iranian Ministry of Defense 
since March 23, 1979 and to the Iranian Navy since June 1, 1979. 
He claimed that Mohammed Ali Balanian Hashemi had been a 
technical advisor to the Iranian Navy. 

123. Accounting of the Shah’s wealth, removal of the Shah 
from the United States. U.N. Commission, statement of sympa- 
thy, lifting the freeze, etc. See Department of State letter from 
Stanley Pottinger to the Honorable Warren Christopher (Dec. 7, 
1979). Scr App. at 90-96. 

124. Letter from Stanley Pottinger to the Honorable W’arren 
Christopher (Dec. 7, 1979). 5cr App. at 90-96. 

125. Department of State Action memorandum from David 
Newsom, Harold Saunders to the Secretary. Iran Update (Dec. 5, 
1979). See App. at 97-101. 

126. Saunders Dep. at 34. Saunders informed the CIA of Ha- 
shemi connection of December 22, 1979 according to a Decem- 
ber 22, 1979 memo portion — unsigned etc. See App. at 102. 

127. Department of State Briefing Memorandum from David 
Newsom. Harold Saunders to the Acting Secretary, Iran Update 
(Dec. 12, 1979); Department of State Action Memorandum from 
Harold Saunders to the Acting Secretary- regarding Talk with 
Cyrus Hashemi (Dec. 12, 1979). See App. at 56-77; 103-125. 

128. Id. 

129. Pottinger stated that Madani had offered Hashemi a posi- 
tion as an advisor in the Spring of 1979, and that Khomeini and 


Madani had met to discuss a job for Madani in government. Ha- 
shemi characterized Madani as a “Iranian patriot who . . . was fa- 
vorably disposed toward the [United States]’’ Stanley Pottinger 
Deposition (Aug. 5, 1992) at 25. 36 (hereinafter “Pottinger 
Dep.’’). 

130. Moini, an Iranian lawyer, was then legal advisor to the 
Iranian embassy in the United Sutes. Max Moini Deposition 
(Oct. 15, 1992) at 3 (hereinafter “Moini Dep.’’). 

131. This was later referred to as the “Passendideh Ploy,’’ i.e., 
seeking to settle the hostage problem by direct approach to Kho- 
meini through Passendideh, followed by election of Madani as 
president, or, if he was not elected, miliury action. See cable 
from Chief, Near East Division/Iran Branch. D.O. (hereinafter 
“C/NE ”) (Jan. 8, 1980). App. at 126. 

132. Department of State Briefing Memorandum from Mr. 
Newsom, Harold Saunders to the Secretary, Iran Update (Dec. 
29, 1979); Memorandum for the Record Iran Working Group 
(Dec. 27, 1979), memorializing call from the law firm of Strook, 
Strook, 8c Lavan regarding lawsuit against Hashemi alleging 
fraud. Apparently, Dr. Hashemi had argued for postponement of 
the trial claiming that he was a member of the Revolutionary 
Council authorized to negotiate on behalf of Iran for release of 
the hostages. App. at 127-134; 135. 

133. Department of State Memorandum from Cyrus Vance to 
the President regarding Proposal for a Meeting with Iranians, 
dated Dec. 21, 1979. See App. at 136-154. The purpose of the 
meeting would be (1) to discuss elements of a settlement of the 
crisis might be and (2) to decide among themselves how those 
elements might most effectively be presented to Khomeini. Id. at 
1 . 

134. Id. at 2. 

135. Id. at 2. See also CIA untitled document, Dec. 29, 1979 re- 
porting that on December 22, 1979 Harold Saunders informed 
the CIA that the State Department had received what “may be a 
probe from Khomeini’’, i.e., Hashemi. Saunders also noted that 
“while not enthusiastic” about the Hashemi proposal, Vance was 
going to propose it to the President. See App. at 102. The CIA’s 
“preliminary trace results” revealed nothing about the Hashemis 
or Passindideh. 

136. Reza Passendideh’s father, the Ayatollah Passendideh, was 
said to have been able to influence Khomeini because Moini had 
a relationship with his former brother-in-law, Reza Passendideh, 
and believed that the hostage-taking was wrong, he had asked 
him to speak to the Ayatollah. Passendideh had agreed to do so. 
Moini Dep. at 14-15. 

137. Mohammed Ali Balanian Hashemi was introduced as Dr. 
Hashemi’s brother and claimed that he was an engineer, who 
until recently had owned two construction firms in Iran employ- 
ing 1,000 people. He also claimed that he was a member of the 
Central Committee, headed by Ayatollah Kani. At this time he 
was not yet known to be Jamshid Hashemi. 

138. Department of State Action Memorandum from Harold 
H. Saunders to the Secretary (Jan. 2, 1980). See App. at 142-154. 

139. CIA Cable C/NE, (Jan. 8, 1980). See App. at 126. 

140. Id. 

141. According to Pottinger, who did not attend the January 
22, meeting, Cyrus Hashemi was anxious about dealing with the 
CIA, and was equally concerned about how the financial transac- 
tion was handled. See genially Pottinger Dep. at 93-108. 

142. CIA Cable from C/NE (Jan. 18, 1980). See App. at 
155-59. 

143. CIA Document subject Jamshid Hashemi Naini (Feb. 6, 
1980). See App. at 160-61. In 1958, Jamshid Hashemi became a 
member of the Tudeh Party, the Iranian communist parly: in 
1959, he became a secret member of the Iranian National Front, 
an Iraqi sponsored organization seeking to overthrow the Iranian 
government, apparently, selling the Iraqis information about the 
Tudeh Parly; in 1960, he obtained employment at a Soviet Air- 
field in East Germany, proposed to sell information to the United 


Sutes and when turned down because of his background, to the 
British; in 1961, he was conviaed attempting to smuggling arms 
to the Tudeh Party in Iran and expelled from Denmark. 

144. CIA cable (Feb. 21, 1980). 

145. CIA document, “Summary,” undated. See App. at 162-66. 

146. Memorandum for the Record from C/NE (Feb. 28, 1980). 
See App. at 167-69. 

147. CIA document, “Summary,” undated. See App. at 162-66. 

148. Department of Sute Briefing Memorandum from Harold 
Saunders to The Secreury, The Deputy Secretary and Mr. 
Newsom, Iran Update (Feb. 26, 1980). App. at 170-175. 

149. Id. at 2. 

150. Id. at 2. 

151. Moini believed there was another person, possibly a Sute 
Department employee, present. Moini Dep. at 21. This is not 
borne out by any other testimony or document. 

152. Pottinger was asked to leave but invited to return. Pot- 
tinger Dep. at 147. 

153. Pottinger reported to Saunders that Bani-Sadr had au- 
thorized Passendideh’s approach. Department of Sute Action 
Memorandum to the Secreury from Saunders, July 3, 1980. 

154. Pottinger Dep. at 154. 

155. Saunders Dep. at 33. 

156. Department of Sute Brieflng Memorandum from Peter 
Constable to The Secreury, The Deputy Secretary and Mr. 
Newsom Iran Update (Sept. 18, 1980); Pottinger Dep. at 13. 
App. at 176-78. 

157. CIA document. Situation Report, from C/NE (Sept. 26, 
1980). See App. at 179-80. Hashemi had engaged Pottinger’s firm 
to help with “financial detective work” because the question of 
the Shah’s assets is the “major remaining item of contention” for 
the Iranians. Pottinger Dep. at 10-12. 

158. CIA document. Memorandum to File from C/NE (Sept. 
11, 1980). See App. at 181. Cyrus Hashemi’s conucts with the 
pro-Khomeini forces is supported by a sutement of his former 
office manager, Carlos DeMello, who attended meetings between 
Hashemi and Khomeini supporters in Paris before the overthrow 
of the Shah. Telephone conversation between Task Force staff 
and DeMello, Nov. 20, 1992. 

159. CIA document. Cable from C/NE (Jan. 8, 1980). See App. 
at 126. 

160. CIA Routing Record by C/NE (Oct. 6, 1980). See App. at 
182-84. 

161. Department of State Briefing memorandum from Peter D. 
Constable, Acting to The Secreury, The Deputy Secretary, and 
Mr. Newsom. Iran Update (Sept. 17, 1980). See App. at 176-78. 
Hashemi also claimed to have been asked to serve as an advisor 
to the Special Parliamenury Commission considering the hostage 
issue, an assignment he allegedly declined. 

162. Department of State Briefing memorandum from Harold 
H. Saunders to the Secretary, The Deputy Secretary, and Under 
Secretary Newsom. Iran Update (Nov. 16, 1980). See App. at 
185-87. 

163. Id. 

164. Id. 

165. Department of Stale Briefing memorandum from Harold 
Saunders to The Secretary, The Deputy Secretary, and Under 
Secretary Newsom. Iran Update (Nov. 20, 1980) See App. at 
188-190. 

166. Id. Hashemi also provided information to the Working 
Group and to Roberts Owen about Nobari. See Department of 
State memorandum to INR Ambassador Spiers from L. Roberts 
Owen (Nov. 20, 1980). See App. at 191-92. 

167. Peter Constable Deposition (Oct. 23, 1992) at 24 (herein- 
after “Constable Dep.”). 

168. Department of Slate cable from Embassy Algiers to the 
Secretary, Algiers 3939. See App. at 193-94. 

169. Constable Dep. at 25; Saunders Dep. at 39. 


56 



170. Prcchi Dcp. at 15. 

171. Richard Cottam Deposition (Nov. 18, 1992) at 3 (herein- 
after “Cottam Dep.”). 

172. Cottam had been in touch with Henry Precht and with 
Gary Sick (NSC) as soon as he had concluded there would be a 
successful revolution in Iran, sometime in 1976. In December 
1978, Cottam had discussed an Iranian transition plan with the 
"high command" including Bazargan, Beheshti and others who 
would become members of the Revolutionary Council. Cottam 
Dep. at 5. 

173. During the hostage crisis Cottam spoke with Ghotbzadeh 
vinually every day on the telephone. Cottam Dep. at 47. 

174. Department of State Memorandum of Conversation (Dec. 
12. 1979). App. at 195. 

175. Id. 

176. Id 

177. R. Cottam, Iran id the United States at 213; W. Christopher, 
et aL, American Hostages in Iran at 1 14. 

178. Memorandum of Conversation, Cottam/Ghotbzadeh con- 
versation. See App. at 196. 

179. Department of Slate Briefing memorandum, Iran Update 
(Jan. 2, 1980). App. at 197-201. 

180. Id 

181. Id 

182. Department of State Briefing memorandum from Harold 
Saunders to The Secretary. Iran Update (Jan. 16, 1980). See App. 
at 202-07. 

183. Id 

184. Department of State Briefing memorandum from Harold 
Saunders to The Secretary, Iran Update (Jan. 31, 1980). See App. 
at 208-12. 

185. Department of State Briefing memorandum from Harold 
Saunders to The Secretary, Iran Update (Feb. 2, 1980). See App. 
at 213-17. 

186. Hamilton Jordan Deposition (Oct. 16, 1992) at 2 (herein- 
after “Jordan Dep.”). The Iranians and Panamanians preferred 
dealing with Jordan rather than the State Department because 
Jordan was close to Carter and because many Iranians believed 
the State Department was controlled by David Rockefeller. J. 
Charter, Keeping Faith at 484 (1982). 

187. Memorandum for the Record from Working Group re: 
Ghotbzadeh-Cottam conversation (Dec. 27, 1979). See App. at 
218. 

188. Jordan Dep. at 4. 

189. /dat 5. 

190. President Charter viewed this channel as "the most encour- 
aging development since our embassy had been seized." He 
noted that “although Bani-Sadr was apparently keeping his plan 
secret from some other members of the Revolutionary Council, 
Ghotbzadeh was deeply involved. Although at odds personally, 
these two men were our best hope, and so we wanted to see 
them consolidate their political strength." J. Carter, Keeping Faith 
at 485-86. 

191. J. Carter, Keeping Faith at 488; Jordan Dep. at 10-1 1. 

192. Department of State Briefing memorandum from Harold 
Saunders to The Secretary, The Deputy Secretary and David 
Newsom. Iran Update (Mar. 4, 1980). See App. at 219-229. 

193. Id. 

194. Department of State Briefing memorandum from Harold 
Saunders to The Secretary, The Deputy Secretary, Mr. Newsom 
(Mar. 25, 1980). See App. at 230-32. 

195. J. Carter, Keeping Faith at 501. 

196. Jordan Dep. at 21. 

197. Jordan Dep. at 16-17; the State Department heard from 
.Ambassador Laingen that the foreign ministry was being pre- 
pared to receive the hostages. Precht Dep. at 30-31. President 
Carter’s diary reflected that: 

"About 1:45, Cy reported that Ghotbzadeh had sent word to 
us that Bani-Sadr will make a statement tomorrow at noon 


Tehran time [4:30 a.m. in Washington, D.C.], saying that the 
Revolutionary Council, with Khomeini’s approval, had decided to 
transfer the hostages away from the students to the government 
on Tuesday ... if this develops to be a true report, it would be 
the most encouraging thing we’ve had lately out of Iran. If things 
went as Ghotbzadeh had said they would, it would be necessary 
for me to respond publicly to Bani-Sadr’s 4:30 a.m. (EST) state- 
ment. My response was to be made through the news media, and 
I wanted to be sure that Iran got the message loud and clear. 
Without knowing what was going on, the American press would 
obviously be confused and might have negative headlines or 
report my early morning response in a distorted fashion, alienat- 
ing the already suspicious Iranians." J. Carter, Keeping Faith at 
502. 

198. White House memorandum from Len Lefkow to David 
Aaron (Mar. 31, 1980). See App. at 233. This speech was deliv- 
ered by Khomeini’s son immediately prior to Bani-Sadr’s speech 
on April I, 1980. 

199. As Jordan stated: 

“The option was to play out this thing with Bani-Sadr and 
Ghotbzadeh. In other words, it was to deal — it was to deal with 
the elected President and the appointed Foreign Minister of Iran 
or do nothing. So why would we not pursue that? 

« » * 

"This was far and away the only thing that had taken us that 
close to Khomeini. We were dealing with people who could 
travel to Iran, who could produce Ghotbzadeh in a meeting, who 
could get Bani-Sadr to send us letters. The option was to do 
nothing. 

“[It is true that] Carter was growing skeptical here. But based 
on Christian and Hector’s always explaining the roller coaster 
and all these things, we put a lot of our — we put a lot of our eggs 
in this basket and why would we not see that through? So a lot of 
times it was — in the execution of the scenario, it was seeing the 
thing not being executed precisely as we wanted to execute it, 
but trying to grab the best elements of it and move to the next 
step. Jordan Dep. at 31-32. 

“David Aaron added: “. . . we were still pursuing the strategy 
of trying to reinforce the government. In other words, our posi- 
tion was that the government was responsible. They were respon- 
sible for the situation in their country. And so when Bani-Sadr 
said something positive, we tried to reinforce it.” Aaron Dep. at 
43. 

290. C. Vance, Hard Choices at 407-8. 

201. W. Christopher, et ai, American Hostages in Iran at 136. 

202. Department of State Iran Update, from Harold Saunders 
to The Deputy Secretary, Mr. Newsom (Apr. 2, 1980). See App. at 
234-39. 

203. Classified minutes of the discussions regarding sanctions 
and a respionse during the NSC meeting on March 31, 1980 and 
the White House meeting on the morning of April 1, 1980 pre- 
ceding the press conference the morning of the Wisconsin pri- 
mary, including any potential political considerations, are in the 
classified annex of this report. See App. at 240. 

204. CRS at 148. 

205. W. Christopher, et ai, American Hostages in Iran at 142. 
Vance and his State Department colleagues “consistently op- 
posed military action." 

206. Z. Brzezinski, Power and Principle at 497. 

207. CRS at 213. 

208. Id at 244. 

209. Id. at 254-5, 266. On Iran’s negotiating position at this 
time, see Rubin Report at 284. 

210. G. Sick, All Fall Down at 363. 

211. Senate Deposition of Warren Christopher, June 24, 1992, 
at 7. 



212. Shortly after the seizure of the American hostages on No- 
vember 4. 1979, Sadegh Tabatabai, Deputy Minister President 
and spokesman for the government in Iran, issued a government 
statement condemning the takeover of the embassy and calling 
upon the students to withdraw. Tabatabai made his first known 
approach to the United States as early as Nov. 27, 1979, when 
through the German Minister of State, he offered to help in re- 
solving the hostage situation. He would have intermittent contact 
with the German government, relaying information regarding the 
hostages. Though not well known at the time within the Ameri- 
can diplomatic corps, he would become paramount in setting the 
stage for the Algerian Accord. See Sadegh Tabatabai Deposition 
(Nov. 5, 1992) at 3-4 (hereinafter “Tabatabai Dep.”). Memoran- 
dum from the United States Embassy, Bonn (11/27/79). See App. 
at 241-242. 

213. Department of State Operations Center Iran Working 
Group, Sitrep No. 433 (Sept. 13, 1980). See App. at 243. These 
four points, which had been included in the earlier message from 
the Germans, were: non-intervention, return of frozen assets, 
waiver of United States government claims, and provisions re- 
garding the Shah’s wealth. Christopher Interview (June 8, 1992) 
at 2 (hereinafter “Christopher Int.”); W. Christopher, Diplomacy: 
The Xeglected Imperative at 2. 

214. Christopher Int. at 2. W. Christopher, Diplomacy: The Xe- 
glected Imperative at 2-3. American Embassy Bonn Cable to Peter 
Tamoff for The President, Secretary Muskie and Dr. Brzezinski 
(Sept. 17, 1992). See App. at 244-45. 

2 1 5. Carter had instructed Christopher to avoid a discussion of 
arms and while the President was not completely unwilling to 
deal with the issue, he and Christopher agreed that arms might 
complicate the negotiations. See Christopher Senate Dep. at 13. 
Tabatabai was informed that if, after the hostage release, rela- 
tions between the United States and Iran were normalized, the 
arms issue could be discussed in accordance with State Depart- 
ment procedures. Christopher Int. at 3. 

216. Department of State Informal Summary. See App. at 
246-255. 

217. Christopher Int. at 3. 

218. Id. at 3. Tabatabai Dep. at \ \. 

219. J.A. Bill, The Eagle and the Uon at 304; S. Bakhash, The 
Reign of the Ayatollahs at 1 25-26. 

220. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 126. 

221. R. Cottam, Iran the United States at 223-24; B. Laingen, 
Yellow Ribbon 192-93 (1992). 

222. W. Christopher, et ai, American Hostages in Iran at 291. 

223. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 130. 

224. Id. at 130. 

225. M. Milani, The Making of Iran 's Islamic Revolution at 286; S. 
Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 1 30. 

226. S. Bakhash, The Reign of the Ayatollahs at 131-32. 5^ also R. 
Cottam, Iran the United States at 229. 

227. W. Christopher, et al., American Hostages in Iran at 
290-91. 

228. W. Christopher, et at, American Hostages in Iran at 291; 
164-66; Z. Brzezinski. Power and Principle at 504. 

229. See B. Laingen, YeUow Ribbon at 194; W. Christopher, et ai, 
American Hostages in Iran at 291. See also M. Khadduri, The Gulf 
lYar: The origins and Implications of the Iraq-lran Conflict 89-94 
(1988). 

230. W. Christopher, el al., American Hostages in Iran at 291; M. 
Milani. The Making of Iran 's Islamic Revolution at 289. 

231. B. Laingen, Yellow Ribbon at 208; Raja'i Refuses Talks lYith 
US. Offiaals, Wash. Post, Oct. 17, 1980. Al. 

232. Tabatabai Dep. at 4. 

233. Department of State Briefing memorandum from Harold 
Saunders to The Acting Secreury (Nov. 30, 1980). See App. at 
256-57. See abo Salamatian Int. (June 2, 1992) at 4; Salamatian 
Int. (July 28. 1992) at 2. 

234. Christopher Int. at 3. 


235. See Defense Security Assistance Agency memorandum to 
the Assisunt Secreury of Defense (Sept. 26. 1980). See App. at 
258-283. 

236. Lang Int. at 9. 

237. Department of Sute Cable from Ambassador Ritzel to 
Bonn (Oct. 9. 1980); Tabaubai Dep. at 11. See App. at 284-85. 

238. Id. 

239. Department of Sute Cable from Ambassador Riuel (Oct. 
10, 1980). See App. at 286. Warren Christopher Deposition (Dec. 
2, 1992) at 21 (hereinafter “Christopher Dep."). 

240. See Department of Sute memorandum (Oct. 10, 1980). See 
App. at 287. 

241. G. Sick, All Fall Down 370 (1985). Sick described the pack- 
age as being worth $150 million. Id Christopher’s cable on Oao- 
ber 11, 1980 conuined a package toulling approxinutely $230 
million, $80 million of which was the proceeds from the sales of 
previously purchased military equipment. Memo from Christo- 
pher (Oct. 11, 1980). See App. at 288-90. 

242. G. Sick, AU Fall Down at 370. 

243. Z. Brzezinski, Power and Principle 504 (1985). On October 
17, a memo is %vritten to "Chris" that provides the location of the 
spare parts around the United Sutes, and sutes that “using a 
maximum lift, and with 48 hours advance notice, the bulk of the 
spare parts could be shipped within one week; USAF would 
charge $6 million to airlift the spares to Germany, $ 1 1 million to 
Karachi; There is very little in the spares package in the way of 
radar spare parts. If we wanted to be forthcoming on spares for 
radar, it would involve new sales, not pipeline material." See App. 
at 291. 

244. Z. Brzezinski Deposition (Sept. 17, 1992) at 20 (herein- 
after “Brzezinski Dep."). 

245. G. Sick, All Fall Down at 370. See abo Department of Sute 
cable from Christopher to Genscher (Oct. 11, 1980), App. at 
288-90; The order freezing Iranian assets had frozen non-mone- 
ury assets as well; Tabaubai was provided with a list of these 
assets held in the United Sutes and told these could be discussed 
once the hosuges were returned. Christopher Int. (Dec. 2, 1992) 
at 21. 

246. Department of State Message received from Bonn (Oct. 

13. 1980). See App. at 292-305. 

247. Department of Stale Memorandum to Secreuriei file (Oct. 

14, 1980). 

248. Christopher Dep. at 26-28. 

249. Department of State Action Memorandum (Oct. 9, 1980). 

See App. at 656-657. See abo section VII and VIII, sttfrra, for 

further discussion. 

250. See section X, supra, for further discussion. 

251. Department of Sute cable to Tel Aviv 29588 Oct. 22, 
1980. See App. at 307-08. 

252. President Carter was asked the following question by Bar- 
bara Walters: 

“While we are discussing policy, had Iran not taken the hos- 
uges, I assume that, in order to preserve our neutrality, we 
would have stop|>ed the flow of spare parts and vital war materi- 
als once war broke out between Iraq and Iran. Now we’re offer- 
ing to lift the ban on such goods if they let our people come 
home. Doesn’t this reward terrorism, compromise our neutrality, 
and possibly anugonize nations now friendly to us in the Middle 
East?" 

Carter responded: 

“We will mainuin our position of neutrality in the Iran and 
Iraq war. We have no plans to sell additional nuterial or goods 
to Iran, that might be of a warlike nature. When I made my deci- 
sion to stop all trade with Iran as a result of the taking of our 
hosuges, I announced then, and have consistently nuinuined 
since then, that if the hosuges are released safely, we would 
make delivery on those items which Iran o«vns — which they have 
bought and paid for — also, that the frozen Iranian assets would 


58 



be released. Thai’s been a consistent policy, one 1 intend to carry 

out.” 

D. Broder, et ai. Pursuit of the Presidency, 1980 at 376 (1980). 

253. Tabaiabai Dep. at 4. See Cable from Germany (Oct. 30, 
1980), App. at 309-314; Cable from Lang, Swiss Ambassador to 
Iran (Oct. 30. 1980), App. at 312-13. See also W. Christopher, et 
aL, American Hostages in Iran at 292. 

254. Salamatian Int. at 2. 

255. Department of State Briefing Memorandum from Harold 
Saunders to The Secretary, The Deputy Secretary and Mr. New- 
some (Oct. 26, 1980). See App. at 315. 

256. Message received from Bonn (Oct. 16, 1980). See App. at 
297-98. 

257. Salamatian Interview (July 28, 1980) at 3 (hereinafter ‘‘Sa- 
lamatian Int.”). Department of Stale Iran Working Group, Siirep 
No. 483 (Nov. 2, 1980). See App. at 316-317. See also Christopher 
Ini. at 3. Tabatabai never communicated with Christopher again 
because the Parliament agreed that the implementation of the 
hostage release should be through the Algerian’s. Tabatabai Dep. 
at 5. 

258. Department of Slate worksheet for list of documents and 
index (Nov. 3, 1980). App. at 318-325. 

259. Christopher had traveled to Algeria to personally deliver 
the United States response to the Majlis’ conditions to the Algeri- 
an delegation headed by Foreign Minister Mohammed Benizaria. 

260. Department of State Iran Working Group Sitrep, No. 492 
(Nov. 1 1, 1980). See App. at 326-328. 

261. For Iran’s election commentaries, see W. Christopher, et al; 
American Hostc^es in Iran at 373-78. 

262. W'. Christopher, et al, American Hostages in Iran at 217. 

263. For example, the bankers preferred the documents to be 
written in English and wanted face-to-face negotiations in 
London. The Algerians fell most comfortable with French and 
preferred to work in Algiers. Meanwhile, the Iranians demanded 
Farsi translations and would not speak directly with the United 
States nor would they leave Tehran. Consequently, each docu- 
ment drafted required two translations and all parties were obli- 
gated to communicate by telephone and telex as fax machines 
were not yet available. 

264. W’. Christopher, et al, American Hostages in Iran at 220. 

265. (^estions arose regarding which loans should be paid off 
immediately and which should be subject to verification; whether 
the banks were willing to pay interest on the loans totally $800 
million and whether the $8.1 billion figure could be reached 
from the verifiable assets. 

266. Iran was asked to pay off $3.67 billion in loans immedi- 
ately. The banks agreed to pay $800 million in interest but 
wished to reserve the right to contest $130 million in binding ar- 
bitration. The total payment accepted was $200 million short of 
the $8. 1 billion demanded by Iran. 

267. W. Christopher, et al, American Hostages in Iran at 225. 

268. The technical supporting documents included: the Under- 
taking; the Escrow Agreement; the Implementing Technical 
Clarifications and Directions (ITCD). (This document amplified 
the more general provisions of the Escrow Agreement); and At- 
tachment B to the ITCD which constituted the form of payment 
order (“payment order’’). (The payment order was that which 
Iran would send to the banks holding their assets to direct them 
how to make payment of these deposits.) 

269. G. Sick, October Surprise at 196. 

270. Hoffman authored chapter 6 in American Hostages in Iran. 
That chapter provides a full accounting of the intricacies of the 
financial negotiations. 

271. John E. Hoffman, Jr. Interview (Sept. 3, 1992) at 2 (here- 
inafter “Hoffman Int.’’). 

272. W. Christopher, et al, American Hostages in Iran at 244; 
Hoffman int. at 4. 

273. “Frank” refers to Frank Logan of Milbank, Tweed, Hadley 
and McCloy. Logan was present in Algiers with Warren Christo- 


pher and was the drafter of much of the language in the form of 
payment order. Logan was interviewed by Task Force counsel 
and asked about this delay. Logan noted that it was his under- 
standing that the Iranians read the payment order to contain a 
general release clause. When this was pointed out to Logan, he 
noted that “their objection was valid.” As a consequence, the lan- 
guage was changed to correct the problem. 

274. Hoffman Int. at 27-30. 

275. Id. at 5. 

276. Id. at 36. 37. 

277. The Algerians were asked by the Iranian government to 
broker a negotiated settlement to the hostage crisis on Nov. 3, 
1980. 

278. It was pointed out. however, that the appointment of 
Raja’i to Prime Minister did not mean the negotiating process 
would proceed with ease. In fact, dealing with Raja’i proved, at 
times, to be very frustrating because of his relative inexperience 
in international diplomacy, his often changing views and his 
stated desire to leave the final resolution of the hostage crisis to 
the Iranian Parliament. 

279. As was pointed out earlier, members of the Iranian Parlia- 
ment were still calling for the hostages to be put on trial even 
after Khomeini’s announced four conditions. This dissention lead 
Khomeini to defer to the Majlis for the final negotiation of the 
conditions for release of the hostages. 

280. Frank Logan of Milbank, Tweed. Hadley and McCloy was 
thought to be the architect of the payment order that caused the 
Jan. 19, 1981 delay. Milbank. Tweed has been counsel to Chase 
for a very long time. It is surmised that the Algerians saw Chase 
as the problem because of this relationship. They did not elabo- 
rate as to why they singled out Chase as being primarily respon- 
sible for the delay. 

281. Christopher Dep. at 5. 

282. Id. at 5. 

283. Robert Carswell Deposition (Dec. 11, 1992) at 3-4 (here- 
inafter “Carswell Dep.”). 

284. Id^x 4. 

285. Id. at 5-6. 

286. Id. at 7. 

287. Id. at 9. 

288. Id. at 9. 

289. Id. at 9. 

290. Id. at 9-10. 

291. Id. at 10. 

292. Id. at 10. 

293. Id. at 12. 

294. Id. at 13. 

295. It is worth noting that there were many “delays” over the 
course of the last 24 hours. Each, in its own way, contributed to 
the completing of the financial negotiations and certifications 
after 12:00 noon EST on Jan. 20, 1981. For example, Nobari re- 
counts that throughout the final negotiation period he continued 
to maintain the strong belief that the terms agreed to by Nabavi 
was not in Iranian best interests. He particularly objected to the 
agreement to pay off all Iranian loans regardless of their charac- 
ter. He preferred the earlier plan which only called for the loan 
deficiencies to be brought current. Thus, wherever possible, he 
petitioned Raja’i not to agree to the deal. These petitions look 
time. He also advised us that when Raja’i called him on Jan. 20 
to tell him that the signing of the payment order was in “the 
highest interest of Iran”, that Nobari still balked. Finally, he in- 
sisted that Nabavi sign the telex to the US banks in the name of 
the Iranian government. This loo caused a delay on Jan. 20. Ali 
Reza Nobari Interview (Aug. 31, 1992) at 4. 

296. Hoffman Int. at 34-35. 

297. Id at 35. 

298. Id. at 31. 

299. Id. at 32. 


300. Ambassador Gheraicb indicated that Bani-Sadr did in fact 
complain to Ambassador Gheraieb for their endorsing their 
agreement, despite Bani-Sadr’s view that it was harmful to Iran. 
Ambassador Gheraeib indicated that he did tell Bani-Sadr. basi- 
cally as Bani-Sadr relates in his book, that the Algerians had told 
Nabavi “that this agreement was not good for Iran, but he 
[Nabavi] told us he would sign it anyway. We [the Algerians] 
were intermediaries with Carter, but not the other one, the one 
Beheshti and Rafsanjani concluded with Reagan.” Ambassador 
Gheraieb indicated that he did not mean to suggest by that com- 
ment that he was. in fact, aware of any arrangement between the 
Republicans and the Beheshti/Rafsanjani group, but was rather 
repeating the rumor that Ghotbzadeh and others had earlier 
been promoting, particularly Ghotbzadeh’s public statement in 
Sept., 1980. All three of the Algerian gentlemen indicated that 
they were not themselves aware of any secret meetings between 
Iranians and members of the Republican party nor any agree- 
ments between those two groups. Ambassador Gheraieb Inter- 
view (Nov. 18, 1992). 

301. Christopher prefaced his comments by stating that he had 
not taken any documents with him when he left the Department 


of State and had not had the opportunity to review documents 
prior to his voluntary meeting with Task Force counsel. As such, 
he offered his best recollection of the events given these short- 
comings. Christopher Dep. at 2. 

302. Christopher also noted that all the parties were exhausted 
which argued for special precautions to make sure everything was 
done properly. Id. at 10-1 1. 

303. Id. at 10. 

304. Id. at 14. 

305. Carswell Dep. at 14. 

306. Id. at 14. 

307. Id. at 15. 

308. Id. at 17. 

309. W. Christopher et al., Amencan Hostages m Iran: The Conduct 
of a Crisis, at 374. 

310. Id. at 375. 

311. Id. at 6. 

312. Id. at 7. 

313. Id. at 8. 



VI. Evolution of Allegations 


The work of the Task Force simultaneously 
benefited from and was handicapped by the 
passage of time since the period the October 
Surprise events were said to have occurred. 
The Task Force’s investigation of events during 
the years 1979-1981 benefited from years of 
historical analysis and the luxury of hindsight. 
The Task Force was able, for example, to make 
firm determinations about the causes of stops 
and starts in the formal U.S. -Iranian hostage 
negotiations. But the passage of time also de- 
prived the Task Force of records that could 
have confirmed the whereabouts of several key 
individuals in these alleged events. This was 
mainly due to the destruction of records rou- 
tinely kept by businesses — such as credit card 
and telephone companies, or airlines and travel 
agencies — after a specified lime limit. As a 
result, the Task Force was unable to conclu- 
sively determine the activities of several of the 
principal October Surprise protagonists. We do 
not believe this handicap undermines the valid- 
ity of the conclusions we ultimately reached. 

The October Surprise story has evolved over 
a twelve-year period, first appearing as specula- 
tion in publications with limited distribution 
and then in general circulation new articles, tel- 
evision programs and investigative books in the 
period from 1988 to 1992. A survey of some of 
the key press reports, and a brief description of 
some of the allegations made in these reports, 
follows. 

Washington Post: On November 29, 1986, an 
article in the Washington Post by Bob Woodward 
and Walter Pincus raised several claims that 
would become keystones in the October Sur- 
prise theory. ^ Specifically, the article stated 
that “In 1981, then-Secretary of State Alexan- 
der M. Haig, Jr., gave his permission in 1981 
for Israel to ship U.S. -made military spare parts 
and fighter plane tires to Iran, nearly four years 
before similar shipments set in motion the con- 


troversy now besetting the Reagan administra- 
tion.” ^ The article mentioned David Kimche 
and Robert McFarlane as other officials having 
a role in this policy.^ 

The article also reported that even before 
1981, “McFarlane proposed dramatic covert 
initiatives involving Iran. In 1980, while he was 
on the staff of the Senate Armed Services Com- 
mittee, McFarlane approached the Reagan cam- 
paign’s foreign policy adviser, Richard V. Allen, 
with an Iranian exile who proposed to deliver 
the American hostages then held in Iran to the 
Reagan camp prior to the November elec- 
tion.” ^ The article also stated that Allen had 
been approached in late 1980 concerning how 
the Reagan administration would view Israel’s 
shipment to Iran of F-4 fighter parts. ^ 

Miami Herald: On April 12, 1987, Alfonso 
Chardy at the Miami Herald wrote an article 
staling that Richard Allen, Laurence Silberman 
and Robert McFarlane met with “a man who 
said he represented the Iranian government 
and offered to release the 52 American hos- 
tages held in Tehran.” ® The article stated that 
the objective of this meeting was to ensure 
President Carter’s defeat in the November 
presidential election. Silberman and Allen, ac- 
cording to Chardy, acknowledged their partici- 
pation, but “considered the offer absurd and 
rejected it.” The article also reported that Abol 
Hassan Bani-Sadr, former President of Iran, 
said “he learned after the hostage release that 
two of [Khomeini’s] closest advisers had been 
involved in negotiations with the Reagan 
camp.” ’ The article staled that the negotia- 
tions allegedly were to delay release of the hos- 
tages until after Reagan became president. 

In August 1987, Chardy reported that the 
CIA knew that Israel was shipping United 
States weapons to Iran as early as February, 
1981, thus allegedly raising new questions 
about the timing of the arms shipments and the 


origin of the Reagan Administration’s dealings 
with Iran.® This report also quoted an Ameri- 
can lobbyist for Israel as saying that a key 
Reagan aide encouraged the shipments. Chardy 
also quoted former Iranian President Abol 
Hassan Bani-Sadr as saying that he believed the 
arms transactions were the result of an agree- 
ment between Reagan campaign officials and 
representatives of the Khomeini government in 
Iran. Bani-Sadr said that “as a deal was about 
to be made with the Carter Administration, 
suddenly the negotiations stopped. I now be- 
lieve this happened because of secret contacts 
between Reagan and Khomeini representa- 
tives.” ® 

In an April 1988 article, Chardy focused on 
the efforts of an Iranian-born arms dealer to 
strike a deal with the Carter Administration on 
a swap of military spare parts for the hostages. 
Using declassified Carter CIA and State De- 
partment documents, Chardy revealed that 
arms dealer Hushang Lavi attempted to broker 
a $10 million arms-for-hostages deal with the 
Carter Administration but was rebuffed because 
he did not have the backing of Iran’s president 
at the time, Bani-Sadr. 

The Xation: On June 20, 1987, Christopher 
Hitchens’s column in The Xation suggested that 
an Argentine plane carrying American-made 
weapons from Israel to Iran, which crashed in 
February 1981, was part of a series of Reagan 
Administration-sanctioned arms shipments de- 
signed as the payoff for an agreement to hold 
American hostages until after the 1980 presi- 
dential elections.^® Hitchens questioned why 
the Reagan Administration sent weapons to 
Iran after the American hostages in Tehran had 
been flown home, yet before any Americans 
had been abducted in Lebanon. 

Over the next several years, Hitchens contin- 
ued to write about the October Surprise 
theory, incorporating new pieces of information 
as they became available. Hitchens cites sever- 
al allegations in support of his hypothesis that 
a deal was made, including: (1) the presence of 
hostage watch groups in the Reagan campaign 
to provide early warning of a Carter Adminis- 
tration breakthrough in the hostage negotia- 
tions; (2) an October, 1980 meeting among two 
Reagan campaign advisers, Richard Allen and 
Robert McFarlane, and an unidentified Iranian 
official, presumably to discuss a hostage-related 
deal; (3) remarks by former Iranian President 


Bani-Sadr asserting that a deal had been struck 
between representatives of Reagan and Kho- 
meini to delay the hostages’ release; (4) an inci- 
dent recalled by Richard Allen in which Presi- 
dent-elect Reagan, upon hearing that an Ameri- 
can was still being held hostage the day after 
the inauguration, remarked, “Get the word out 
that the deal’s off’ unless the remaining hos- 
tage was released; and (5) President Reagan’s 
remarks on a California golf course in 1991 
about his campaign’s conduct with respect to 
the hostages. 

Xew York Times: The first time October Sur- 
prise related allegations appeared in the Xew 
York Times was an article by William Safire on 
November 24, 1986 in which he stated that: 
“Robert McFarlane first approached the 
Reagan campaign in the summer of 1980 with 
an Iranian in tow who proposed to deliver our 
hostages to Mr. Reagan rather than President 
Carter, thereby swinging the U.S. election. The 
Reagan representatives properly recoiled, but 
Mr. McFarlane has had Iranian held hostages 
on the brain ever since.” The reference to the 
meeting in the article was based on a comment 
made to Safire by Laurence H. Silberman in 
1984. 

October Surprise allegations next appeared 
in the Xeu^ York Times in an August 3, 1987, 
column by Flora Lewis, who interviewed former 
Iranian President Bani-Sadr.^® Bani-Sadr told 
Lewis that the abrupt halt in negotiations be- 
tween Tehran and the Carter Administration in 
October 1980 could be traced to the maneuver- 
ing of hard-line clerics intent on bringing 
Carter down. “My aides found out it [the halt 
in negotiations between Iran and the Carter 
Administration] was because the group in 
charge of hostage policy, Rafsanjani, Moham- 
med Beheshti, and Khomeini’s son, did not 
want Carter to win the election,” Bani-Sadr 
said.'^ Bani-Sadr also alleged that there was a 
meeting in Paris in 1980 between representa- 
tives of Beheshti and Reagan campaign officials 
that sealed the deal. Lewis stated that Bani- 
Sadr “offers no proof of the charge.” 

In a May 15, 1991 article in the Xew York 
Times Lloyd Cutler, who was President Carter’s 
legal counsel between 1979-1981, expressed 
doubt that a deal had actually occurred.'®' De- 
spite this skepticism. Cutler argued that it 
would be “important to learn, if we can, wheth- 



er anyone in the Reagan campaign tried to 
interfere with the hostage negotiations and how 
members of the team reacted to any bait the 
Hashemi brothers or others may have dangled 
before them. Even without the testimony of Mr, 
Casey and Cyrus Hashemi, there are several 
living witnesses who can prove or disprove 
whether somebody at some level on the Reagan 
team was negotiating with Iranian middle- 
men. 

Washington Report on Middle East Affairs: In Oc- 
tober 1987, Richard Curtiss wrote an article for 
Washington Report on Middle East Affairs repeating 
claims from Bani-Sadr similar to those made in 
the Flora Lewis story for the Xew York Times, 
and mentioning the names of Iranians who 
were “backstopping the 1980 Reagan-lran ne- 
gotiations,*’ including Rafsanjani, Mohammed 
Beheshti, Mohammad AH Rajai and Behzad 
Nabavi. ** 

In These Times: In October, 1988, In These 
Times, a bi-weekly paper that had reported on 
October Surprise allegations since June 1987, 
identified Richard Brenneke as a source “who 
claims to have been at one of those Paris meet- 
ings [and who] has given In These Times a first- 
hand account [of them].’’ While printing 
Brenneke’s charges that a Paris meeting did 
take place. In These Times cautioned that Bren- 
neke’s reliability as a source should be ques- 
tioned and his “assertions about the alleged 
deal are not the final words on this very impor- 
tant subject.” ^ 

In These Times presented another story on the 
October Surprise in an April 17, 1991 cover 
story titled “Dirty Dealers and Election Steal- 
ers.” The article featured an extensive inter- 
view with Ari Ben-Menashe, a self-described 
high-level Israeli intelligence operative. Ben- 
Menashe made several claims in this interview. 
First, he said that he helped arrange the sale to 
Iran of United States F-4 jets tires owned by 
Israel, in contravention of the Carter Adminis- 
tration arms embargo against Iran. Ben-Men- 
ashe also alleged that Robert McFarlane and 
Earl Brian traveled to Tehran in February, 
1980 to meet with a prominent Iranian moder- 
ate named Mehdi Bazargan and prepare for a 
series of future meetings between Casey and 
Khomeini’s hard-line representatives. 

Ben-Menashe also said that he and Hushang 
Lavi were at the L’Enfant Plaza Hotel meeting 
of October 2, 1980. Ben-Menashe stated that 


he offered the three members of the Reagan 
campaign team — Robert McFarlane, Richard 
Allen, and Laurence Silberman — an alternative 
to the alleged agreement worked out by Casey 
and the Iranians during the previous summer 
in Madrid. The reason for an alternative deal, 
said Ben-Menashe, was that Israel “had qualms 
about playing a role in helping the Republicans 
subvert the Carter Administration’s attempts to 
negotiate with the Iranians for the hostages’ re- 
lease.” Ben-Menashe said that the campaign 
members rejected the overture because they 
“wanted to strike their own deal, not an Israeli 
one, with the Iranians, so they threw that one 
out the window and struck their own deal later 
[that month] in Paris.” 

Playboy: In the October, 1988 issue of Playboy, 
Abbie Hoffman and Jonathan Silvers offered a 
more detailed account of the October Surprise 
theory. The authors claimed that the L’Enfant 
Plaza meeting served as the catalyst for a deal 
consummated later that month, in which the 
Reagan campaign and the government of Iran 
agreed to a delay of the hostages’ release in 
return for the shipment of United States arms 
from Israel to Iran. 

Bani-Sadr was interviewed for the article and 
provided circumstantial evidence to support 
this claim. He said that he first sensed that a 
secret deal in September 1980, when, as presi- 
dent, he learned that a key religious leader and 
confidant of Khomeini, Hashemi Rafsanjani, 
was sending a secret emissary to the United 
States to seek a more lucrative settlement in 
the hostage dispute than what was then being 
offered by the Carter Administration. Accord- 
ing to Bani-Sadr, it was this secret emissary 
who attended the L’Enfant Plaza meeting. 

In addition, Bani-Sadr, who admitted that 
most of his information was second-hand, 
stated that, at the L’Enfant Plaza meeting, 
Reagan campaign advisors expressed interest in 
the envoy’s idea to delay the release of the hos- 
tages. The plan was allegedly further advanced 
in later meetings between the Iranian repre- 
sentative and other senior Reagan advisors. 
“They agreed in principle that the hostages 
would be liberated after the election, and that, 
if elected, Reagan would provide significantly 
more arms than Carter was offering,” Bani- 
Sadr said.^"* 


Bani-Sadr also said that at a second meeting 
held in Paris approximately two weeks before 
the election, a deal to delay the release of the 
hostages in exchange for a pledge of United 
States military supplies was finalized. This 
meeting, Bani-Sadr said, took place at the 
Hotel Raphael and involved high-level repre- 
sentatives from both the Reagan campaign and 
the religious wing of the Iranian government, 
as well as a number of middlemen. 

According to Bani-Sadr, “There were three 
factions present. Representatives of the Reagan 
campaign, representatives of the Ayatollah Mo- 
hammed Beheshti and Rafsanjani, and inde- 
pendent arms merchants . . . Cyrus Hashemi, 
Manucher Ghorbanifar, and Albert Hakim.” “ 
Bani-Sadr said vice presidential candidate 
George Bush represented the American side in 
these final talks. 

The Playboy article also attempted to confirm 
the allegations of arms transactions. The au- 
thors contended that the an Argentine plane 
that crashed en route from Israel to Iran was 
carrying shipments of United States spare parts 
for Iran’s fleet of M-48 tanks. The authors also 
cited comments made by Secretary of State Al- 
exander Haig, Israeli Ambassador Moshe Arens 
and Hushang Lavi to bolster the claim that a 
significant quantity of United States manufac- 
tured arms were transported from Israel to Iran 
shortly after President Reagan look office. 
These arms reportedly represented the payoff 
for Iran’s decision to delay the release of the 
hostages. 

Barbara Honegger: In April 1989, Barbara 
Honegger’s book, October Surprise, was released, 
providing a comprehensive exposition of her 
version of the October Surprise theory. In her 
book, Honegger discussed Richard Brenneke’s 
claim that he had first-hand knowledge of Wil- 
liam Casey’s attendance* at the Paris meetings 
in October 1980. Brenneke’s claim was the first 
to place a Reagan campaign official in the al- 
leged Paris meetings. Honegger had been ac- 
tively discussing her October Surprise allega- 
tions for several months, and had held a press 
conference on August 25, 1988 at the National 
Press Club to discuss the Brenneke’s state- 
ments. Honegger also introduced Brenneke to 
Martin Kilian, another investigative reporter 
working on the October Surprise story. 

Martin Kilian: Martin Kilian published a story 
concerning an overview of the October Sur- 


prise allegations in the German magazine Der 
Spiegel in early September 1988.*^ Kilian relied, 
in part, upon claims made by Oswald Le Winter 
supporting the alleged October Paris meet- 
ings.^* 

Gary Sick: The October Surprise allegations 
received additional attention and gained added 
credibility following the publication of an April 
15, 1991 New York Times op-ed article by Gary 
Sick, a former National Security Council staff 
member for Iranian affairs in the Carter admin- 
istration.^ In the article. Sick summarized the 
central allegations later contained and com- 
mented on in depth in his book, October Surprise, 
which was published in November 1991. 

Sick’s thesis was as follows: In late February 
or early March 1980, Reagan’s new campaign 
manager, William Casey, approached Jamshid 
Hashemi, the brother of Iranian arms dealer 
Cyrus Hashemi, in an effort to recruit them for 
an operation to delay the release of the hos- 
tages until after the November 4, 1980 presi- 
dential election and thereby prevent President 
Carter from gaining political advantage from a 
hostage release. The Hashemis, according to 
Jamshid, said they were willing to cooperate in 
the endeavor. 

Jamshid Hashemi claimed that he and his 
brother, acting upon Casey’s request, arranged 
meetings in Madrid in late July and August 
1980 between Casey, Jamshid Hashemi, Cyrus 
Hashemi, and a representative of the religious 
faction in Iran, Mehdi Karrubi. Hashemi 
claimed that during these meetings, Karrubi 
agreed to cooperate with the Reagan campaign 
by delaying the hostage’s release in return for a 
promise from Casey that the Reagan Adminis- 
tration would release Iran’s frozen assets and 
help Tehran acquire military spare parts after 
President Reagan took office. Hashemi also 
claimed that, at about the same time, Reagan 
campaign operatives entered into an agreement 
with Israel, which pledged to act as the channel 
for the arms deliveries Casey had promised 
Iran. 

According to Sick, the deal to delay the re- 
lease of the hostages scenario was finalized at a 
meeting, held in October 1980 in Paris. These 
meetings allegedly featured three key compo- 
nents: (1) William Casey and Mehdi Karrubi 
were key participants; (2) Cyrus Hashemi at- 
tended these meetings; (3) the Iranian emissar- 
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ies agreed to hold the hostages until after the 
presidential election on November 4; and (4) 
the Israeli officials stated that their country 
would serve as a conduit for arms and spare 
parts transfers to Iran. Sick contended that, 
shortly after the hostages’ release, “according 
to Israeli and American former officials, arms 
began to flow to Iran in substantial quanti- 
ties.” ^ 

Sick’s thesis relied on several sources from 
the United States, Israel, and other countries. 
Sick himself expressed skepticism about the 
credibility of some of the sources, acknowledg- 
ing that he had found no “smoking gun,’’ and 
that there is “the possibility of an elaborate dis- 
information campaign.” 

PBS Frontline: The Public Broadcasting Serv- 
ice’s Frontline documentary series broadcast two 
programs examining the October Surprise 
theory.^* Frontline reporter Robert Parry, pur- 
sued the allegations for a number of years, first 
as a correspondent for Newsweek and later for 
Frontline. 

The first Frontline program aired on April 16, 
1991, and presented allegations concerning: (1) 
whether Cyrus Hashemi and Reagan campaign 
manager William Casey tried to reach a deal in 
Madrid to delay the hostages’ release from 
Iran; (2) whether a Paris meeting to finalize the 
hostage deal occurred; and (3) whether alleged 
shipments of American-made arms from Israel 
to Iran occurred. 

Frontline quoted a variety of sources allegedly 
confirming the Madrid meetings, including the 
principal source, Jamshid Hashemi, Cyrus’ 
brother. Jamshid Hashemi said that he first put 
Casey in touch with his brother in March 1980, 
and then helped arrange a meeting between 
Casey and an Iranian cleric, Mehdi Karrubi, in 
Madrid in July 1980. Jamshid said that Casey 
offered a “blunt” proposal of United States 
arms and the release of Iran’s frozen assets if 
Iran would hold the hostages until after the 
presidential election. 

Jamshid Hashemi also claimed that several 
weeks later, in August 1980, Karrubi and Casey 
met again in Madrid to finalize the October 
Surprise deal. Jamshid claimed to have wit- 
nessed this meeting, at which “[Ayatollah] Kar- 
rubi expressed acceptance . . . The hostages 
would be released after Carter’s defeat.” 

Frontline stated that Jamshid Hashemi’s ac- 
count was corroborated by two other individ- 


uals: Arif Durrani, an arms dealer; and self-pro- 
claimed Israeli intelligence officer Ari Ben- 
Menashe. 

Frontline also investigated the allegations of 
Paris meetings in October 1980, and reported 
that former Iranian President Bani-Sadr was 
the first to allege that a Paris meeting took 
place. An arms dealer with close ties to French 
intelligence, Nicholas Ignatiew, said on the pro- 
gram that he “is convinced” the meetings oc- 
curred sometime between October 19 and Oc- 
tober 22.^ Frontline also interviewed Richard 
Brenneke, who asserted that he attended one 
of the meetings in question, though the pro- 
gram questioned his credibility.” Frontline 
also quoted arms dealer Hushang Lavi as 
saying that he accompanied Cyrus Hashemi to 
Paris, but that he “did not interfere in any of 
those meetings.” Finally, Frontline interviewed 
an American arms merchant, William Herr- 
mann, who said that he learned of the Paris 
meetings from an Iranian arms procurer named 
Hamid Naqashan. 

The final segment of the Frontline program 
dealt with the question of shipments of United 
States military parts from Israel to Iran. Front- 
line reported that arms did flow from Israel to 
Iran. Nicholas Veliotis, an Assistant Secretary 
of State for the Middle East in the early 1980’s, 
stated on the program that he knew of the 
secret arms transactions as early as February, 
1981.^® Referring to the State Department’s 
discovery that an Argentine plane filled with 
American materiel had crashed while on its way 
from Israel to Iran, Veliotis said, “It was clear 
to me, after my conversations with people on 
high, that indeed we had agreed that the Israe- 
lis could transship to Iran some American- 
origin military equipment.” ^ 

Frontline also obtained then-classified Iran- 
contra testimony of David Satterfield, who in 
the early 1980’s had been an officer on the 
State Department’s Israel desk. Satterfield had 
testified that then-Secretary of State Alexander 
Haig tacitly approved of the Israeli arms trans- 
fers.^' 

Frontline also quoted Houshang Lavi, who 
said he was part of the arms network and that 
Iranian officials personally visited NATO bases 
in Europe to compile a shopping list of Ameri- 
can military equipment and that those arms 
were then shipped from Belgium to Iran.^® 


The second Frontline show, which aired one 
year later, reviewed alle^tions concerning: (1) 
the whereabouts of William Casey; (2) the 
whereabouts of the Iranian envoy. Ayatollah 
Mehdi Karrubi; (3) the credibility of certain key 
witnesses to the alleged meetings; and (4) other 
theories about the alleged evidence. 

Frontline reporters attempted to document 
Casey’s location for three time periods in 1980: 
July 24-29, August 8-12, and mid-October. 
Drawing upon records obtained from Casey’s 
secretary, Barbara Hayward, of a World War II 
conference in London which Casey attended, 
and the testimony of an American professor 
who also attended the conference, Frontline al- 
leged that Casey’s whereabouts were in ques- 
tion for a three-and-a-half day gap from July 
25, 1980 until 4:00 p.m., July 28, 1980.^ Fron/- 
line offered no proof that Casey may have been 
in Madrid at the time of his alleged absence 
from the London conference.^ 

Frontline had difficulty establishing Casey’s 
whereabouts in early August, and stated that 
scores of interviews, both on and off the 
record, with Casey campaign co-workers, 
friends, and relatives, did not establish the lo- 
cation of Casey during the period in which 
Jamshid Hashemi alleges the second Madrid 
meetings took place. Frontline also stated that 
Jamshid Hashemi’s claim to have been in 
Madrid during that time was backed up by 
hotel records. 

With respect to the mid-October period. 
Frontline reported that it could not conclusively 
determine Casey’s whereabouts on October 19 
and part of October 20, “but neither did we 
find any evidence that he had traveled to Paris 
over the weekend.^ 

Frontline also interviewed Mehdi Karrubi, who 
categorically denied being part of the an arms- 
for-hostages deal, saying “It’s a total lie. The 
amusing part is that I have never been to 
France or Spain.’’ ^ 

Frontline also stated that heavily-redacted FBI 
wiretaps of Cyrus Hashemi’s telephone conver- 
sations precluded a determination of whether, 
as some had alleged, he acted as a double 
agent for both the Carter Administration and 
the Reagan campaign. 

Frontline also probed the allegation that then- 
vice presidential candidate George Bush par- 
ticipated in the alleged Paris meeting. The pro- 
gram offered two conflicting statements on this 


allegation. Ari Ben-Menashe said that Bush, 
along with himself, was in Paris. But John 
McLean, a reporter with the Chicago Tribune, 
said that he could find no evidence supporting 
the rumor. 

Finally, Frontline explored alternate interpre- 
tations of “the body of circumstantial evidence 
that exists.’’ ^ Noting Ronald Reagan’s state- 
ment on a Palm Springs golf course in 1991, 
Frontline quoted a South African arms dealer, 
Dirk Stofiberg, as saying that Casey asked him 
personally not to help delay the hostages, but 
to aid in getting them out as soon as possible.** 
Frontline concluded: “However the evidence is 
viewed, there seems to be no explanation for 
the mass of circumstantial evidence that exists. 
The overriding truth about 1980 may be that 
the American people may never know what 
happened.’’ 

ABC News Nightline: The ABC News “Night- 
line’’ program also has addressed the October 
Surprise allegations.®^ Nightline’s first program 
on this subject, broadcast on April 15, 1991, 
featured Gary Sick, former Reagan campaign 
foreign policy chief advisor Richard Allen, and 
Carter’s former State Department spokesman 
Hodding Carter.** This broadcast discussed the 
allegations in broad terms. Nightline’s second 
segment on the October Surprise, broadcast on 
June 20, 1991, investigated the alleged Madrid 
meetings and offered some “independent docu- 
mentation’’ of the alleged meetings.** The 
broadcast also sought to determine Casey’s 
whereabouts during various periods and con- 
cluded that the lack of documentation on Casey 
“simply adds more fuel to the allegation that 
Mr. Casey could indeed have been participating 
in negotiations with the Iranians.’’ ** 

Nightline also aired an interview with Jam- 
shid Hashemi, who provided a detailed account 
of the two sets of alleged meetings in Madrid, 
naming alleged participants, relating the sub- 
stance of the discussions, and recounting the 
alleged agreements that were reached. 

Nightline stated that it corroborated some as- 
pects of Hashemi’s story. For example. Night- 
line stated that both Jamshid Hashemi and his 
brother, Cyrus, were in Madrid on both dates 
in which Jamshid said the meetings occurred. 
Nightline could not precisely place William 
Casey during the dates in question. Nightline 
also received an official Iranian reply to the al- 
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legations, which Koppel characterized as not an 
absolute disavowal of Iran’s participation in an 
October Surprise deal.** 

In a program aired approximately one week 
later. Nightline claimed to have discovered ad- 
ditional information regarding Casey’s where- 
abouts in late July 1980.** Nightline stated that 
Casey had attended a conference at the Imperi- 
al War Museum in London, thus eliminating 
two dates on which Casey could have been in 
Madrid: late on July 28 and the morning of July 
29. Nightline pointed out, however, that 
Casey’s presence at the conference during the 
day of July 27 and the morning of July 28 
could not be confirmed. 

Village Voice: Village Voice writers have reported 
on the October Surprise story since 1991, in- 
cluding three articles by Frank Snepp. An arti- 
cle on September 10, 1991, provided informa- 
tion to disprove Richard Brenneke’s claims that 
he was an eyewitness to the alleged October 
1980 meetings in Paris. *'^ This story relied on 
signed credit card receipts and personal diaries 
obtained through a former business associate 
of Brenneke to determine that Brenneke could 
not have attended the alleged Paris meetings in 
October 1980, in which Brenneke claimed to 
have participated.** During the October 18-22, 
1980 period, Snepp placed Brenneke not in 
Paris, but at various locales in and around 
his home in Portland, Oregon.*® 

Another article written by Snepp drew upon 
the redacted FBI surveillance records to dis- 
prove Cyrus Hashemi’s claim that he was the 
broker of the Reagan campaign-Iran deal.** A 
third article written by Snepp claimed that the 
October Surprise hypothesis is the product of 
an exchange of stories and second-hand re- 
ports among a group of journalists, self-de- 
scribed intelligence operatives, and arms deal- 
ers.*' 

Esquire: In an article published in October 
1980, Craig Unger reported allegations similar 
to those of Gary Sick.** Like Sick, Unger 
claimed that negotiations occurred in Madrid in 
the summer of 1980, and later in Paris, where a 
deal was allegedly sealed. Unger provided addi- 
tional deuils on these alleged meetings, ob- 
tained primarily from interviews with Ari Ben- 
Menashe; Richard Babayan, who Unger de- 
scribed as an Iranian who began working for 
the CIA in the 1970’s; and from accounts given 


by lamshid Hashemi to Gary Sick and 
ABC-TV. 

Unger also alleged additional meetings, 
based on statements by Ben-Menashe. Unger 
wrote that “the earliest stages of the crisis’’ 
began with a meeting in Georgetown in late 
1979 in which Ben-Menashe, retired CIA offi- 
cer Miles Copeland, and others discussed how 
to arm Iran to counter the Iraqi threat.** Ben- 
Menashe also said that in February 1980, 
Robert McFarlane, who at the time was an aide 
to Senator John Tower, and Earl Brian met 
high-level Iranian officials in Tehran.*^ These 
meetings, according to Unger, paved the way 
for the later meetings in Madrid and Paris.** 

Unger also addressed the alleged arms ship- 
ments which allegedly constituted the payoff 
for the October Surprise deal, and relied on 
Babayan’s claims that he knew that an agree- 
ment among the parties to ship United States- 
made weapons to Iran had been made.®* 

New Republic: Steven Emerson and Jesse 
Furman wrote a November 3, 1991 article in 
The New Republic that found that the “conspira- 
cy as currently postulated is a total fabrication 
and that none of the evidence cited to support 
the October Surprise stood up to scrutiny.’’ *'^ 
Emerson and Furman traced the evolution of 
the October Surprise conspiracy as it emerged 
in the media in 1987 and blossomed into a full- 
blown conspiracy theory by 1991.** In their in- 
vestigation, Emerson and Furman examined the 
statements and backgrounds of key October 
Surprise “sources,’’ including Richard Bren- 
neke, Barbara Honegger, Abol Hassan Bani- 
Sadr, Heinrich Rupp, Ari Ben-Menashe, Hu- 
shang Lavi, and Jamshid and Cyrus Hashemi.*® 

Emerson and Furman wrote that Brenneke 
first emerged as a press source in late 1986, 
claiming inside knowledge about undisclosed 
covert operations relating to the Iran-contra 
affair. Although he made numerous unsubstan- 
tiated allegations, Brenneke “quickly discov- 
ered that is was possible to get away with any 
allegation in the national security arena: if an 
intelligence agency, already suspect in the pub- 
lic’s mind, denied something, that merely rein- 
forced the authenticity of the charges.’’ Em- 
erson and Furman suggest that Brenneke did 
not say anything about the October Surprise 
conspiracy until he met Barbara Honegger in 
August 1988.'" After that meeting, Brenneke 



emerged as the primary October Surprise 
source in the United States.*'* 

Emerson and Furman also obtained redacted 
Secret Service records and contemporaneous 
news accounts which indicated George Bush’s 
location on October 15 through October 20, 
1980. These records suggested, according to 
Emerson and Furman, that Bush could not 
have been in Paris during this time period, as 
Brenneke had alleged.’* 

Emerson and Furman reviewed Ari Ben-Men- 
ashe’s statements and found that, like Richard 
Brenneke, Ben-Menashe fabricated his allega- 
tions, often drawing upon things he read in the 
newspaper.’^ Emerson and Furman also exam- 
ined Ben-Menashe’s military personnel records, 
which showed that he served as a low-level 
translator, not as an intelligence operative, 
from 1977 to 1987. 

Emerson and Furman also addressed Cyrus 
and Jamshid Hashemi. Using court records and 
transcripts of FBI surveillance records from 
1980, the authors wrote that neither Hashemi 
was involved in any secret meeting in October 
1980 in Paris and that neither man was in- 
volved in any campaign-directed conspiracy to 
sell arms to Iran in exchange for release of the 
hostages.*'® 

Newsweek: The November 11, 1991 issue of 
Newsweek carried an article by John Barry ad- 
dressing the October Surprise allegations, 
which he called “a conspiracy theory run 
wild”.’® Barry sought to discredit four of the 
major sources behind the October Surprise 
tale: Barbara Honegger, Richard Brenneke, Ari 
Ben-Menashe, and Jamshid Hashemi. Barry 
also concluded that two key events at the 
center of the controversy — alleged meetings be- 
tween Reagan campaign operatives and Iranian 
representatives in July 1980 in Madrid, and in 
October 1980 in Paris — could not be con- 
firmed. 

With respect to the first alleged meeting in 
July 1980 in Madrid, Barry argued that a key al- 
leged participant, William Casey, could not 
have attended because he was in London for a 
World War II conference. According to Barry, 
attendance records from the conference, as well 
as records from the places where Casey ate and 
slept, conclusively demonstrated that he was in 
London for the period in question. 

Barry also concluded that a Paris meeting did 
not occur because the two principal sources 


who made this allegation offered conflicting 
and unprovable versions of the alleged event. 
Barry wrote that the “vast discrepancies be- 
tween Ben-Menashe’s account and Brenneke’s 
account show, at the very least, that one of the 
two men are lying. But the weight of the evi- 
dence suggests that both versions are false.” ” 

Finally, Barry criticized “two broad-brush as- 
sumptions” of the October Surprise theory — 
first, that the Reagan Administration sent large 
quantities of arms to Iran as the payoff for 
Tehran’s willingness to keep the hostages until 
after the election; and second, the “pivotal 
notion” that promising behind-the-scenes ne- 
gotiations between the Carter Administration 
and Iran in October, 1980 were inexplicably 
broken off by Iran.’® 

On the arms shipments, Barry stated “there 
is oddly little evidence of any substantial weap- 
ons ‘payoff to Iran” between 1980 and 1983.’® 
He said that the only verified arms shipment 
involved a $50 million spare parts transaction 
between Israel and Iran in the spring of 1980.®® 
This shipment, Barry argued, would be “chick- 
en feed for swinging the United States presi- 
dential election.” ®' Barry also offered an his- 
toric explanation for the breakdown in negotia- 
tions between the Carter Administration and 
Iran, stating that it could be attributed to the 
outbreak of the Iran-Iraq war in late September 
and the Iranian leaders’ intense hatred for 
then-President Carter. ®* 

Los Angeles Times: In an unpublished letter to 
the New York Times in late January 1992, which 
was referred to in a Los Angeles Times article in 
January 1992, Warren Christopher wrote: 
“While not having reached a conclusion on the 
ultimate issue, I believe that there are enough 
suspicious circumstances to warrant a full and 
fair bipartisan investigation by the Con- 
gress.” ®* 

Hostages Join in Call for an Investigation: Follow- 
ing these news accounts, many of the Ameri- 
cans held hostage for 444 days in Iran called 
for an inquiry into the serious allegations that 
their release was delayed by Republicans for 
political purposes during the 1980 Presidential 
campaign. Open letters were sent to Congress 
on June 13, 1991 and on January 29, 1992 call- 
ing for an official investigation.®^ 

Because the hostages had a legitimate and 
abiding interest in the allegations which drasti- 
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cally affected their lives, the Task Force inter- 
viewed several of those who signed the letters 
during the course of its inquiry. U.S. Charge 
d’Affairs in Iran at the time, Bruce Laingen, 
held at the Foreign Ministry Building in 
Tehran, and Moorehead Kennedy, the Eco- 
nomics Officer held at the U.S. embassy com- 
pound, offered insightful comments and obser- 
vations given their limited capacity to observe 
events in Iran. Laingen and Kennedy have writ- 
ten books on their experiences as hostages in 
Iran, and their written works were also useful 
in developing understanding of events in Iran 
at the time from the hostages perspective.*® 
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VII. Alleged Contacts Between 1980 
Reagen Campaign Officials and 
Representatives of the Iranian Government 


H. Res. 258, Section 1(a): Communi- 
cations by or on behalf of the 1980 
Reagan Presidential Campaign, or in- 
dividuals representing or associated 
with that campaign, with any person or 
persons representing or associated 
with the Iranian Government or those 
persons with Iran holding Americans 
as Hostages during 1979 and 1980. 

A. Introduction 


Paramount among the allegations that the 
Task Force investigated are the allegations that 
representatives of the Reagan Presidential cam- 
paign met with representatives of the Iranian 
government during the summer and fall of 
1980 in order to delay the release of Americans 
being held hostage in Iran. 

Certain of these allegations may fairly be 
characterized as “principle allegations. “ Those 
allegations concern meetings which supposedly 
took place in Madrid during the summer of 
1980; at the L’Enfant Plaza Hotel in Washing- 
ton, D.C. in the early fall; and in Paris in Octo- 
ber 1980. Other alleged meetings or contacts 
of lesser importance and may therefore be 
characterized as “ancillary allegations.” The 
latter allegations relate primarily to meetings or 
encounters that reportedly took place at the 
Mayflower Hotel in Washington, D.C. in the 
early spring of 1980; at the Churchill Hotel in 
London during the summer of 1980; and at the 
Sherry Netherlands Hotel in New York in Janu- 
ary 1981.' 


B. Meetings in Madrid 
During the Summer of 1980 


1. The Allegations 

Of the principle allegations of contact be- 
tween the Reagan campaign and the Iranian 
government, the meetings in Madrid occur first 
in chronological order. In essence, these allega- 
tions hold that during the summer of 1980, 
William Casey and other Americans met on 
several occasions in Madrid with Cyrus and 
Jamshid Hashemi and with two Iranian officials 
sent at the direction of the Khomeini regime, 
and that a deal was struck to delay the release 
of Americans being held hostage in Iran. 

Although other individuals claim to have 
knowledge about the Madrid meetings — or are 
alleged by others to have knowledge of the 
meetings — it is Jamshid Hashemi who is the 
principal source of these allegations, and it is 
Jamshid’s account which merits the greatest 
focus. ^ Jamshid is the only living person who 
claims to be an eyewitness to the alleged 
events, and he is the first individual known to 
have made allegations about meetings in 
Madrid.* 

In their original form, Jamshid’s allegations 
are that meetings took place at the Hotel Ritz 
in Madrid in July 1980 between Americans and 
representatives of the government of revolu- 
tionary Iran.* The American delegation consist- 
ed of William Casey, Donald Gregg, and one 
other unidentified man. The Iranian delegation 
consisted of Mehdi Karrubi and his brother 
Hassan Karrubi. Cyrus and Jamshid Hashemi 



also attended the meetings, providing transla- 
tion services to the American and Iranian dele- 
gations. 

Jamshid Hashemi had arrived in Madrid a 
few days before the meetings began. Upon his 
arrival, he and Hassan Karrubi registered at the 
Plaza Hotel under false names. Mehdi Karrubi 
stayed at the residence of the Iranian Ambassa- 
dor to Spain, ^ while Cyrus Hashemi took a 
lavish suite at the Hotel Ritz. 

According to Jamshid, the American and Ira- 
nian delegations held meetings on two consec- 
utive days.® The first meeting took place in 
Cyrus Hashemi’s suite at the Ritz. Mehdi Kar- 
rubi opened the meeting by criticizing U.S. 
policy toward Iran. When Karrubi finished, 
Casey spoke about the history of U.S. -Iranian 
relations. As alleged, the theme of Casey’s 
presentation was that relations between Iran 
and the United States were good when Repub- 
licans were in control of the White House, and 
poor when Democrats were in control. Casey 
allegedly added that Ronald Reagan was going 
to win the upcoming presidential election, and 
that, if the hostages were released, the new 
Reagan Administration would return all of 
Iran’s frozen financial assets as well as military 
equipment that had been purchased by the 
Shah’s government but withheld by the Carter 
Administration after the hostages were taken. 
After approximately three hours, the meeting 
adjourned for lunch, with an agreement to 
meet again. 

The next day, the two delegations recon- 
vened. Mehdi Karrubi began the meeting by 
asking Casey about the purpose of these meet- 
ings. In particular, Karrubi wanted to know 
what Casey was authorized to say about the re- 
lease of Iran’s frozen assets. Karrubi acknowl- 
edged that it might be difficult for the Republi- 
cans to arrange the release of Iran’s military 
equipment since they were not yet in power, 
but he inquired whether arms shipments might 
be arranged through a third country. 

According to the allegations, Casey respond- 
ed by asking if Iran was ready to deal with the 
Republicans, whether Karrubi had authority to 
conclude a deal on behalf of Khomeini, and 
whether he could give assurances that the hos- 
tages would be well treated. In addition — as de- 
scribed by Jamshid himself on a broadcast of 
ABC News Nightline — “Casey said the Iranians 
should hold the hostages until after the elec- 


tion . . . and the new Reagan administration 
would feel favorably towards Iran, releasing 
military equipment and the frozen Iranian 
assets.’’ ^ Mehdi Karrubi allegedly replied that 
he had no authority to make this kind of a com- 
mitment and would have to return to Tehran 
to seek instructions from Ayatollah Khomeini. 
The parties understood that Karrubi would fly 
back to Iran, report on the meetings with 
Casey, and reestablish contact at a later date. 

At this point in the story, there is a signifi- 
cant divergence between what Jamshid told 
Gary Sick and the sworn testimony that Jam- 
shid gave to the Task Force. According to the 
version given to Sick, Jamshid was contacted by 
Mehdi Karrubi several days after the meetings 
in Madrid had ended. At that time, Karrubi 
told Jamshid that he wanted to meet again with 
Casey in Madrid. Jamshid, in turn, contacted 
Cyrus, who passed the message to Casey. Sub- 
sequently, a second round of meetings was 
scheduled for the second week in August. On 
about August 12, 1980, the same group that 
had attended the late July meetings reconvened 
at the Hotel Ritz in Madrid for another two-day 
round of meetings.® 

According to Jamshid’s sworn testimony, as 
much as seventeen days elapsed between the 
first and second sets of meetings in Madrid: 

Counsel: “Let me make sure I un- 
derstand something here. You have a 
meeting in Madrid.’’ 

Mr. Khan: ® “Yes.” 

Counsel: “And a couple of weeks go 
by.’’ 

Mr. Khan: “Yes.’’ 

Counsel: “And then your brother, 
Cyrus, asks you to set up another 
meeting.’’ 

Mr. Khan: “Not to set up another 
meeting, to find out whether what Mr. 
Casey had asked Mr. Karrubi has 
reached a point where there could be 
another meeting, whether there was a 
possibility that he has had some an- 
swers from, let’s say, Khomeini, and 
we could have another meeting in 
order to explain what Khomeini says.’’ 
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Counsel: “So at that point you con- 
tact Mr. Karrubi.” 

Mr. Khan: “Haj Hassan, yes.” 

Counsel: “How long after that dis- 
cussion do you have the next meet- 
ing?” 

Mr. Khan: “Probably two or three 
days thereafter.” 

Counsel: “Two or three days later.” 

Mr. Khan: “That is right. Nothing 
more, because they were ready. They 
were actually expecting the call.” 

Counsel: “And that was in Madrid, 
too?” 

Mr. Khan: “Yes.” 

As for the content of the discussions between 
Casey and Mehdi Karrubi, Jamshid told Gary 
Sick the following: 

Karrubi opened the meeting by 
saying that Khomeini had approved 
Casey’s proposal. The hostages would 
be removed from their prisoner status 
and would be “treated as guests.” The 
Islamic Republic of Iran . . . would 
“go through the protocol” with the 
Carter administration, but the hos- 
tages would only be freed as a “ges- 
ture of goodwill” to the U.S. govern- 
ment on the day of Reagan’s inaugura- 
tion. In return . . . Iran expected that 
Casey and his colleagues, although not 
currently holding government office, 
would help the Iranians obtain certain 
arms and ammunition that they 
needed. Casey replied that he could 
not promise, but he said he had 
friends and he would try. He would 
give Karrubi an answer later.'' 

Casey and Karrubi then discussed details re- 
garding how to delay the release of the hos- 
tages.'^ Karrubi told Casey that if he did not 
arrange for delivery of the weapons Iran 
needed, the hostages would not be freed. Sub- 
sequently, the meeting adjourned. 

On the following day, Casey told Karrubi 
that Cyrus Hashemi would be introduced to a 
man in Madrid who would help Hashemi to re- 
ceive and execute orders for military equip- 


ment. According to Jamshid, this man turned 
out to be an Israeli military officer. 

Since the publication of the accounts on 
which the above narrative is based, Jamshid 
Hashemi has given sworn testimony to the 
Task Force. As indicated above, certain impor- 
tant aspects of Jamshid’s original allegations 
have changed, such as when Jamshid asked 
Mehdi Karrubi to come out of Iran for the first 
meeting with Casey, how much time elapsed 
between the first and second rounds of meet- 
ings in Madrid, whether both sets of meetings 
occurred over a two-day period, and whether 
Casey proposed that Iran delay the release of 
the hostages. But other central components of 
the story have remained constant. Specifically, 
Jamshid has continued to maintain that Cyrus 
Hashemi, William Casey, and Donald Gregg si- 
multaneously attended both sets of meetings in 
Madrid; that Jamshid stayed at the Plaza Hotel 
while in Madrid for the meetings; that the 
meetings took place at the Ritz Hotel; and that 
there were discussions regarding the American 
hostages in Iran. 

2. Evidence Alleged To Support 
Jamshid Hashemi’s Story 

Evidence alleged to support Jamshid Hashe- 
mi’s charges about meetings in Madrid falls 
within three categories: (1) records from the 
Plaza Hotel, where Jamshid and Hassan Kar- 
rubi allegedly stayed when the meetings took 
place; (2) documentary and testimonial evi- 
dence regarding William Casey’s attendance at 
a conference in London at the same time of the 
alleged meetings in Madrid; and (3) supposed 
corroborating testimony by five individuals with 
knowledge of the Madrid meetings. 

a. Records from the Plaza Hotel 

The Task Force obtained original records 
from the Plaza Hotel which indicate that Jam- 
shid Hashemi may have been a guest at the 
hotel during July and August 1980.'^ These 
records, which are compiled and maintained by 
the hotel for tax purposes, show the names of 
individuals registering at the hotel and the date 
of check-in.'^ The Task Force also obtained re- 
liable supplementary information from a reli- 
able but confidential source which confirmed 
that the dates shown in the Plaza Hotel tax 



records are the dale of check-in and, in addi- 
tion, established the dates of check-out. 

Considered as a whole, the information from 
the Plaza Hotel records shows the following ac- 
tivity during July and August 1980: 

July 23, 1980 Robert Gray Checks in 
July 25, 1980 Robert Gray Checks out 

Abdululi Hashemi Checks in 
July 29, 1980 Abdululi Hashemi Checks out 
July 30, 1980 Jamshid KJhalaj Checks in 
August 2, 1980 Jamshid Khalaj Checks out 
August 8, 1980 Ali Balanian Checks in 
August 11, 1980 Hasan Mohamad Checks in 
August 12, 1980 Parsa Jamshid Checks in 
August 13, 1980 Ali Balanian Checks out 
Parsa Jamshid Checks out 
At his deposition, Jamshid claimed to have 
had an independent recollection that he used 
the names “Abdula Hashemi,” “Jamshid 
Khalaj,” and “Jamshid Parsa” as aliases in 
1980. He also testified that he used the name 
“Mohamed Balanian” in 1980.^® Jamshid identi- 
fied the name “Hassan Mamoud” as an alias 
used by Hassan Karrubi.'® 

It is uncertain whether Jamshid Hashemi 
originally claimed that the two sets of meetings 
in Madrid occurred during the period reflected 
in the Plaza Hotel records. Gary Sick, for exam- 
ple, writes that Jamshid “remembered the 
meetings being in July and August, but he was 
unable to reconstruct the precise dates.” The 
uncertainty regarding the dates of the alleged 
meetings, however, while not eliminated, has 
been substantially diminished as a result of 
sworn testimony given by Jamshid to the Task 
Force. 

At his deposition, Jamshid claimed to have 
shown copies of pages from the Plaza Hotel tax 
records on which the names shown above 
appear.^' Jamshid recalled being shown similar 
information from Plaza Hotel records by ABC 
News personnel Tara Sonenshine, Ted Koppel, 
and Jeff Greenfield, who were then working on 
a production of “Nightline” regarding the “Oc- 
tober Surprise” allegations.^^ Although Jamshid 
distinguished the format of the information 
shown to him by ABC from the Plaza Hotel tax 
records shown to him by the Task Force, he 
testified that “the list which Mr. Ted Koppel 
gave me coincided with the dates that 1 have 
been [to Madrid].” The following exchange 
between counsel and Jamshid then took place: 

COUNSEL: “So if I understand you 


correctly, ... if we went to Ted Kop- 
pel and his associate, Tara Sonenshine, 
whatever, and we got the hotel records 
that they presented to you and which 
you identified as the dates when you 
are in Madrid — ” 

Mr. KHAN: “Yes.” 

COUNSEL: “ — those would be the 
dates that were accurate?” 

Mr. KHAN: “Absolutely, yes. 100 
percent.” 

In sum, information from records of the 
Plaza Hotel could be construed to corroborate 
Jamshid Hashemi’s assertion that he was in 
Madrid in July and August 1980. Equally im- 
portant, as discussed above, Jamshid testified 
that the meetings which allegedly look place in 
Madrid between William Casey, the Hashemi 
brothers, and the Karrubi brothers occurred 
during the period encompassed by the hotel 
records on which his alias names appear. Ac- 
cording to this testimony, the two sets of al- 
leged meetings occurred within the period of 
July 25-August 13, the first and last times that 
names recognized by Jamshid appear in the 
hotel records.^ 

Further, it must be remembered that Jamshid 
has alleged that the first set of meetings took 
place in late July, that the second set of meet- 
ings occurred in August, and that the two sets 
of meetings were approximately two weeks 
apart. Thus, using the same analysis, the 
hotel records indicate that the first meetings 
would have occurred during the period of July 
25-29, and that the second set of meetings 
would have occurred during the period of 
August 8-1 3.^*^ 

b. Casey’s Attendance at London Conference 

During the last week of July 1980, William 
Casey attended a conference in London on the 
Second World War, at which he presented a 
paper on intelligence operations during the 
war.^® The conference began on July 28 and 
concluded on July 31.^® 

Prior to the Task Force’s investigation, cer- 
tain portions of Casey’s whereabouts during 
the three-day period before the conference 
began could not be established. In addition, 
Casey could not be located for certain periods 
of time during the conference. These factors, 
combined with the fact that the dates of the 


74 



conference coincide with the alleged meeting in 
Madrid in late July, generated great speculation 
that Casey used the London conference as a 
cover to attend meetings in Madrid.*® Indeed, 
the discovery of Casey’s attendance at the con- 
ference was widely regarded as a major break- 
through which put Casey in Europe at a time 
when, in theory, he could have attended the al- 
leged meetings. 

c. Corroborating Testimony 

According to one published account, Jam- 
shid’s allegations regarding the Madrid meet- 
ings have been corroborated by five individ- 
uals: (1) Ahmed Madani; (2) Arif Durrani; (3) 
Heinrich Rupp; (4) Ari Ben-Menashe; and (5) 
Richard Babayan. These individuals reportedly 
“have independently confirmed that these 
meetings took place and that Jamshid Hashe- 
mi’s account with respect to the content of the 
Casey-Kamibi talks is substantially accurate 
. . .” A sixth person, Hushang Aryanpour, 
testified that Jamshid informed him on two sep- 
arate occasions that meetings had occurred in 
Madrid in 1980.** 

(i) Admiral Ahmed Madani 

A former Iranian Minister of Defense and 
candidate for the presidency in Iran, Madani 
has known Cyrus and Jamshid Hashemi since 
childhood and was in contact with them during 
1980.** Madani allegedly told Gary Sick that he 
“was aware of the Hashemis’ contacts with Wil- 
liam Casey starting in early 1980 and of the 
Madrid meetings.*’ *^ 

(ii) Arif Durrani 

A Pakistani-bom arms dealer, Durrani told 
Journalists Robert Parry and Robert Ross that 
he was informed of the meetings in Madrid by 
Mohsen Raflqdust, the head of Iran’s Revolu- 
tionary Guard.** In an on-camera interview, 
Durrani has also claimed that he was informed 
by Rafiqdust and Mohsen Reza’i “and the Rev- 
olutionary Guard officials’’ that Mehdi Karrubi 
had meetings with William Casey in Spain.*® 

(in) Heinrich Rupp 

Rupp, a self-professed former pilot for the 
CIA, reportedly told Robert Parry and Robert 
Ross that “he was involved in several flights to 
Spain in the summer of 1980, two of which 


were to Madrid for secret contacts between 
Casey and the Iranians.’’ ** 

(iv) Ari Ben-Menashe 

Ben-Menashe, a former Israeli intelligence 
officer, told Gary Sick that he has “read Israeli 
intelligence reports describing these meetings’’ 
and, according to Sick, “volunteered significant 
details that independently confirmed [Jamshid] 
Hashemi’s account.’’ *® 

Ben-Menashe is an Israeli citizen who was 
bom in Tehran, Iran on December 4, 1951. He 
left Iran at the age of 14 for Israel.*® Ben-Men- 
ashe stated that he attended the American 
School and the Bar Ilan Orthodox University of 
Israel, graduating in 1973. On May 6, 1974, he 
joined the Israeli Army.^ Ben-Menashe stated 
that he received full infantry basic training with 
the Golan Brigade. Thereafter, he indicated 
that he sigfned a two-year contract with a sig- 
nals intelligence unit responsible for de-coding 
Iranian messages.** Ben-Menashe claimed to 
have remained with this unit until 1977.** 

Ben-Menashe told the Task Force that he 
was court-martialled for refusing an order to be 
transferred to a signal intelligence unit in Italy. 
He said that he received a fourteen-day jail 
term but was awaiting a full pardon two days 
after being released from jail.** Ben-Menashe 
testified that he was subsequently recruited by 
the Israeli secret service Mossad and the inter- 
nal security service Shin Bet but decided not to 
work with either of them.** Instead, Ben-Men- 
ashe said he decided to join the External Rela- 
tions Department, a unit of Israeli Military In- 
telligence which handled liaisons with foreign 
intelligence services. 

In his duties in the External Relations De- 
partment, Ben-Menashe said that he dealt with 
the CIA and that beginning in late 1977, he 
began traveling to Tehran.*® During this time, 
Ben-Menashe testified that he became acquaint- 
ed with Mehdi Kashani, an Iranian who alleged- 
ly had ties to Ayatollah Khomeini. Ben-Men- 
ashe said that he also had contacts with Uri Lu- 
brani, the Israeli Ambassador to Iran at the 
time, and with the deputy Israeli military atta- 
che in Tehran.*^ 

According to Ben-Menashe, in late 1979, 
David Kimche, then a top official of Mossad, 
asked Ben-Menashe to accompany Kimche to 
the United States to provide a briefing on Iran. 



During this trip, Ben-Menashe allegedly deliv- 
ered this briefing at a private home in Wash- 
ington, D.C., where he met Miles Copeland, a 
former CIA ofTicial (now deceased), William 
Casey, and Robert McFarlane.^* Ben-Menashe 
said he overheard discussions by the parties on 
how to restore the hostage crisis and how 
Israel could assist in normalizing the United 
States’ relations with Iran. 

Ben-Menashe said that in early 1980, he ar- 
ranged a meeting between Kashani and the Di- 
rector of Israeli military intelligence. General 
Yehoshua Saguy. From April to August 1980, 
Ben-Menashe allegedly met with Kashani and 
other Iranians in Europe. During the course of 
these meetings, he allegedly learned from Ka- 
shani that Casey had met with Mehdi Karrubi 
on four occasions in Spain. 

Ben-Menashe testified that he has knowledge 
of four meetings in Spain in 1980 between Wil- 
liam Casey and Mehdi Karrubi, although he 
was not present at any of these meetings.^® He 
claimed that he learned of these meetings from 
Mehdi Kashani and another Iranian by the 
name of Khosro Fakhrieh.^® According to Ben- 
Menashe, the first three meetings took place in 
Madrid, and the fourth one occurred in Barce- 
lona.*' The first meeting allegedly took place in 
February or March; the second meeting took 
place in April or May; the third one at the end 
of July; and the fourth one in August or Sep- 
tember.** Ari Ben-Menashe testified that the 
purpose of the Americans who were involved in 
these meetings was to obtain the release of the 
hostages.** The Iranian side’s objective was to 
obtain the release of assets frozen by the 
United States in order to enable Iran to pur- 
chase arms.*^ 

According to Ben-Menashe, the Americans in 
attendance at the meetings in Madrid were Wil- 
liam Casey, Robert Gates, Earl Brian, and 
Robert McFarlane. The Iranians allegedly 
present were Mehdi Karrubi, Mehdi Kashani, 
Ahmed Omshei, and Khosru Fakhrieh.** Cyrus 
and Jamshid Hashemi, Ben-Menashe testified, 
were not present at any of these meetings, and 
Ben-Menashe specifically distinguished these 
meetings from meetings that the Hashemi 
brothers allegedly had with Casey and Mehdi 
Karrubi in Spain during the same period.*® 
Ben-Menashe could not offer any explanation 
for the Hashemi meetings, which he character- 
ized as separate side meetings.*^ Nor could he 


explain why Cyrus Hashemi, whom he por- 
trayed as a representative of the Carter Admin- 
istration at secret talks held with Reza Passindi- 
deh in Madrid on July 2, 1980, would be meet- 
ing with William Casey, a senior official of the 
Reagan Presidential campaign.** 

Ben-Menashe allegedly learned about the 
first meeting in Madrid from Kashani when Ka- 
shani traveled to Israel in early April 1980.*® 
Kashani allegedly told Ben-Menashe that both 
Kashani and Karrubi were present at this meet- 
ing, as was William Casey. TTiis information 
was subsequently confirmed to Ben-Menashe 
by Rafi Eitan in the presence of Israeli intelli- 
gence officials Yehoshua Saguy and Yitzhak 
Hebroni.*® Ben-Menashe allegedly learned 
about the Casey-Karrubi meeting in Madrid in 
July 1980 in the same manner: i.e., originally 
from Kashani, and subsequently confirmed by 
Eitan.®' 

According to Ben-Menashe, the meetings in 
Spain were preceded by a trip to Iran by Earl 
Brian and Robert McFarlane to lay the ground- 
work for meetings between William Casey and 
senior Iranian officials. At his deposition, Ben- 
Menashe testified that Robert McFarlane and 
Earl Brian traveled to Iran in January or Febru- 
ary 1980 to begin discussions with Iranian gov- 
ernment officials regarding the hostages.®* Ben- 
Menashe claimed that the purpose of the 
McFarlane-Brian trip to Tehran was to arrange 
for a meeting between William Casey and 
Mehdi Karrubi in Spain.®* Ben-Menashe further 
testified that while McFarlane and Brian were 
in Tehran, they did, in fact, arrange for Casey 
and Karrubi to meet in Spain. ®^ 

Ben-Menashe allegedly learned about the 
McFarlane-Brian trip in 1980 from Mehdi Ka- 
shani.®* Rafi Eitan allegedly later confirmed Ka- 
shani’s information to Ben-Menashe, based on 
information he had obtained from McFarlane.®® 
Ben-Menashe asserted that Rafi Eitan, Yesho- 
shua Saguy, Yitzhak Hebroni, and Meir all can 
corroborate the allegations regarding a McFar- 
lane-Brian trip to Tehran.®’ 

(v) Richard Babayan 

Babayan, an Iranian national presently in jail 
in Florida on securities fraud charges, testified 
that an Iranian Intelligence official by the name 
of Mohsen Baranriz visited Babayan in Paris in 
early August 1980 and told him about meetings 



that just concluded in Madrid at the end of July 
1980 involving William Casey and Iranian offi- 
cials.®* According to Babayan, Baranriz was one 
of the members of the Iranian delegation to 
Madrid.®* Babayan testified that he knew in ad- 
vance that Baranriz was coming to Europe to 
attend meetings, although Babayan “did not 
know the nature of these meetings.” He also 
testified that he had knowledge that Mehdi 
Karrubi and Hassan Karrubi were members of 
the Iranian delegation to the Madrid meet- 
ings."^' Baranriz allegedly told Babayan that at 
the Madrid meetings, Casey told the Iranians 
that the incoming Reagan Administration 
would resume U.S. arms shipments to Iran in 
return for delaying the release of the hos- 
tages."'* Baranriz also allegedly told Babayan 
that he had come to Paris “to brief us on what 
he had seen. And then he had to fly straight 
back to Madrid because there were more meet- 
ings needed to be held in August of 1980.” 
According to Babayan, Baranriz telephoned 
him three or four days after he left Paris and 
told Babayan that a second set of meetings in- 
volving Casey had taken place. 

(vi) Houshang Aryanpour 

Aryanpour, a former Admiral in the Iranian 
Army and a close associate of Ahmed Khomeini 
in 1980, testified that he learned about the al- 
leged meetings in Madrid from Jamshid Ha- 
shemi. Aryanpour said that Jamshid first told 
him about the meetings in Madrid in mid- 1988. 
.Aryanpour had gone to see Jamshid to show 
him a letter that he had written to ABC News 
about the shooting down in July 1988 of an 
Iranian Airbus by U.S. military forces in the 
Persian Gulf region."'® On that occasion, Aryan- 
pour and Jamshid discussed the Iran-Contra 
affair and reports of contacts between the 
Reagan Administration and representatives of 
the Iranian government regarding Americans 
held hostage in Lebanon.'® When Aryanpour 
told Jamshid that he believed there had been 
similar meetings before Reagan’s election. Jam- 
shid replied that he had attended a meeting in 
Spain in 1980 between William Casey and 
Mehdi Karrubi." According to Aryanpour, Jam- 
shid did not mention Cyrus Hashemi’s pres- 
ence at this meeting.'® Aryanpour did not recall 
whether Jamshid said that Hassan Karrubi was 
at the meeting.'* 


Aryanpour testified that Jamshid did not pro- 
vide any additional information on this occa- 
sion about the alleged meetings in Madrid.*® 
Aryanpour, for his part, did not ask Jamshid 
where in Spain the meetings had occurred.*' 
Aryanpour did ask Jamshid, however, if he had 
any proof of the alleged meetings in Spain. Ac- 
cording to Aryanpour, Jamshid replied that 
“when the time comes, I will provide . . . the 
proofs . . .” ®* Jamshid did not mention any 
particular proof of the meetings at the time.** 

Following the April 16, 1991, “Frontline” 
broadcast regarding the October Surprise alle- 
gations, Aryanpour saw Jamshid again at Jam- 
shid’s home in McLean, Virginia.*^ During this 
visit, Aryanpour asked Jamshid about news re- 
ports of contacts between the 1980 Reagan 
campaign and Iranians. Jamshid re-affirmed 
that meetings between Reagan campaign offi- 
cials and representatives of the Iranian govern- 
ment had taken place in Spain in 1980, and 
that he attended these meetings.*® Jamshid also 
told Aryanpour that he possessed a photograph 
of one of the meetings in Spain involving 
Casey.*® When Aryanpour asked who is in the 
photograph, Jamshid indicated that himself, 
Casey, and Mehdi Karrubi appear in the photo- 
graph.*' 

Jamshid made no mention to Aryanpour of 
Cyrus Hashemi’s presence at the meetings in 
Spain. According to Aryanpour, Jamshid told 
him that “[n]obody else” but Jamshid, Casey, 
and Mehdi Karrubi attended the meetings.** In 
fact, Jamshid has never indicated to Aryanpour 
that Cyrus had a relationship with Casey.** 

When asked by Task Force counsel if he had 
knowledge of meetings in Spain from any 
sources other that Jamshid, Aryanpour testified 
that various persons affiliated with Iranian dis- 
sident organizations in Paris have told him that 
they believe these were meetings in 1980 be- 
tween Reagan campaign officials and represent- 
atives of the Iranian government.*® When he 
asked them for proof, these individuals simply 
told Aryanpour that “this is an understanding 
. . . [an] adding up of two and two togeth- 
er.” *' Aryanpour did not ask these persons to 
identify their sources of information about the 
alleged meetings.** He testified, however, that 
apart from Jamshid, no one has ever told him 
that they personally observed Casey with any 



Iranian officials, or with either of the Hashemi 
brothers.®^ 

(vii) Abo/ Hassan Bani-Sadr 

Bani-Sadr claims to have hearsay knowledge 
of the alleged meetings in Madrid by virtue of 
information obtained essentially contemporane- 
ously from a variety of sources close to Kho- 
meini. None of these sources of information ac- 
tually participated in the events. Bani-Sadr also 
has formed an opinion that the meetings oc- 
curred based on his examination of events after 
the fact. That is, he has studied the historical 
record, spoken to others alleged to have knowl- 
edge of the events under investigation shortly 
after the events in question, and he continues 
to maintain channels of communication with 
dissident elements within Iran who are still 
making inquiries into the October Surprise 
story. Bani-Sadr could offer no direct evidence 
that the matters under review actually occurred. 
Furthermore, according to Bani-Sadr’s analysis, 
the October Surprise allegations are integrally 
intertwined with his overthrow, thereby compli- 
cating an already complex line of reasoning.®^ 

On January 25, 1980, Bani-Sadr was elected 
president. Ghotbzadeh was named as the For- 
eign Minister. Bani-Sadr was still actively trying 
to solve the hostage crisis. Khomeini and his 
son Ahmed appeared to be working at cross 
purposes with Bani-Sadr. As spring ap- 
proached, no real progress had been made 
toward the resolution of the crisis. Ghotbzadeh 
opened a channel involving the use of French 
lawyers, Francois Chcron and Christian Bour- 
get.®^ The U.N. General Secretary was entrust- 
ed to establish a commission of inquiry to help 
resolve the situation. Bani-Sadr felt progress 
was being made. However, just as a break- 
through was about to occur according to Bani- 
Sadr, Khomeini did something to quash it. 
Bani-Sadr called for a meeting of the Council 
of Ministers threatening to resign because of 
the resistance he was receiving from the mul- 
lahs regarding the hostage negotiations. At the 
meeting Beheshti is said to have admitted to 
running interference and promised future co- 
operation. In fact, according to Bani-Sadr, Be- 
heshti’s gesture was insincere. Bani-Sadr stated 
that Beheshti and the mullahs still planned to 
sabotage any hostage negotiation progress so 
as to allow the ascension of the clerics.®® 


It is this perception, that Beheshti was work- 
ing behind his back to sabotage the Bani-Sadr/ 
Carter hostage negotiation process, that leads 
Bani-Sadr to the conclusion that Beheshti was 
secretly working with the Republican party as 
early as the spring of 1980. When pressed for 
details as to the underlying facts which lead 
him to reach this conclusion, Bani-Sadr offered 
the following explanation: 

Q: So, from that we can conclude 
that Mr. Beheshti was not working 
with you, he was working against you. 

Now you conclude from that because 
he was working against you and be- 
cause he was working against Mr. 
Carter, he must have been working 
with Mr. Reagan. Now, could it be that 
he was just working against you and 
working against Mr. Carter without 
working with Mr. Reagan? 

A: It was not a conclusion. It was a 
confirmation. A confirmation of infor- 
mation which they already had about 
contacts having been made with Rea- 
gan’s clan. 

Bani-Sadr provided nothing more specific in- 
formation on this point. No documentary evi- 
dence was furnished to the Task Force counsel 
on this matter. 

Bani-Sadr continued with his analysis that 
contacts had been made and meetings were 
held between Republicans and Iranians by re- 
viewing the events surrounding the meeting be- 
tween Reza Passendideh, Cyrus Hashemi and 
Stanley Pottinger on July 2, 1980 in Madrid, 
Spain. ®^ 

Reza Passendideh was the son of Ayatollah 
Passendideh, Khomeini’s older brother. 
Through a series of negotiations involving 
Cyrus Hashemi, Max Moini-Eraghi and Stanley 
Pottinger, Reza Passendideh obtained Kho- 
meini’s permission to meet with an American 
government representative regarding the hos- 
tages. The State Department elected not to 
participate directly in the meeting. Instead, it 
relied on Stanley Pottinger, a former Justice 
department official in the Ford Administration, 
and then an attorney/business associate of 
Cyrus Hashemi to meet with Passindideh. Pot- 
tinger was only commissioned to “hear out’’ 
Passindideh and aid in determining his credibil- 
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iiy. He was not authorized to speak formally on 
behalf of the United States. Objectively, noth- 
ing ever came out of the meeting as far as the 
hostage negotiations were concerned.®* 
Bani-Sadr saw these events differently. He 
told the Task Force he did not authorize or 
even know of the Passendideh trip before 
hand.®® According to Bani-Sadr, Passindideh 
therefore must have travelled to Madrid with 
Khomeini’s permission as, according to Bani- 
Sadr, Passindideh lacked the clout to make 
such a trip on his own without some form of 
official sanctioning. At the time of his trip, the 
Carter administration had three avenues of ne- 
gotiation already open.^®® Accordingly, said 
Bani-Sadr, Passindideh could not, in fact, have 
gone to Madrid to negotiate with Carter’s rep- 
resentatives. Such an exercise would have been 
redundant. As Bani-Sadr related it: 

Q; Well, did Mr. Passindideh tell 
you, Mr. President, who he had met? 

A: So I said “who are these Ameri- 
cans?’’ And he said it was Mr. Rea- 
gan’s envoys. 

Q; So, Mr. Passindideh believed that 
the people that he was meeting were 
people that Reagan had sent? 

A: Yes, quite. Because he told me 
that if the “deal is not made with you 
then they’ll make a deal with your 
rivals.’’ And with Mr. Carter they were 
already in contact. They had three dif- 
ferent channels of communication with 
President Carter. Those two French 
lawyers, the Swiss Ambassador, the 
German Ambassador. So it wasn’t 
worth talking about that with Mr. Pas- 
sendideh. 

Q; So your, just for the sake of sum- 
marizing so that I clearly understand 
it. Mr. Carter has three channels open 
through you. Mr. Passindideh, at Mr. 
Khomeini’s behest, meets with two 
people in Madrid, Mr. Hashemi and 
Mr. Pottinger. You believe that when 
Mr. Passindideh met with them, all 
they did was discuss negotiations on 
behalf or Mr. Reagan and not Mr. 
Carter, is that right? ^®' 

A: Uh huh. 


Q; And you believe that because 
that’s what Mr. Passindideh told you 
when he got back from the meeting, 
that they never mentioned that they 
were there at Mr. Carter’s request. 

A: Absolutely. ^®^ 

Thus, the second basis upon which Bani-Sadr 
concludes that contacts had been made be- 
tween the Republicans and Iranians stems from 
his perception of the “true purpose’’ of the 
Passindideh trip. Indeed, it is this trip by Pas- 
sindideh that Bani-Sadr says is in July between 
Republicans and Iranians.^®* He never dis- 
cussed anything about the alleged July 26-27, 
1980, Madrid meetings. 

It should be noted that while Bani-Sadr is 
correct that the Carter Administration had 
been utilizing the French lawyer. Ambassador 
Lang and Ambassador Ritzel, given the pace of 
those channels, it is hardly surprising that the 
Carter Administration would be trying to accel- 
erate the process through any viable channel. 

Bani-Sadr offered no specific information 
about alleged meetings in Madrid in August 
1980. Rather, he told the Task Force that after 
Passindideh returned from Madrid in July, he 
continued to receive information of continuing 
contacts between Republicans and Iranians. He 
stated only the following about an August con- 
tact: 

Q: Okay, so during this time, after 
Passindideh came back, what you’re 
saying is that you were receiving vague 
information that there were continuing 
contacts between Mr. Beheshti, the 
Rafsanjani group and the Republicans, 
at the time. Did I say that correctly? 

A: They met once in August. It was 
a Revolutionary Council. They met 
and Khomeini’s son Ahmed was 
present. It was there that Mr. Beheshti 
asked Mr. Bani-Sadr for a letter. The 
letter was suppose to say that Mr. 
Bani-Sadr pledges himself if this thing 
with the hostages is solved he is going 
to abstain from any criticism. So Mr. 
Bani-Sadr told Mr. Behesti “if it’s a 
matter of negotiating with Carter, it is 
not up to you, it is up to the President 
to do. If you are speaking about set- 
tling this with the rivals, with Carter’s 


rivals, this is the worst possible thing. 
How can you possibly expect me to 
give you such a letter of guarantee?” 

So then he didn’t say they were going 
to deal with Carter or solve it with 
Carter. So Bani-Sadr said “Well this 
proves that you’ve been in contact 
with the Reagan group if not.” Be- 
heshti could not say no, could not 
deny this. So Ahmed, Khomeini’s son 
was present so Mr. Bani-Sadr said “go 
tell about this to your father.” 

* « * « « 

Q; When was this meeting with you 
and Behesti when Behesti wanted you 
to write this letter wherein you would 
not criticize them if they settled the 
hostage crisis? 

A: 27th of August 1980.'®® 

The significance of this dialogue, according 
to Bani-Sadr, is that Bani-Sadr attended a Rev- 
olutionary Council meeting with Behesti where- 
in Beheshti asked Bani-Sadr to promise not to 
criticize Beheshti if the hostage crisis was not 
solved through the auspices of Bani-Sadr. Bani- 
Sadr, as a president of Iran, properly believed 
that only he was authorized to negotiate on 
behalf of Iran. Thus, when Behesti asked for 
the letter of guarantee and refused to deny that 
he (Beheshti) may be trying to solve the hos- 
tage crisis himself, Bani-Sadr concluded that 
these two factors established that the clerics 
were engaged in negotiations with Republicans 
(as well as trying to topple his presidency).'®® 
Bani-Sadr’s position, while interesting, does 
not establish a factual predicate upon which the 
Task Force could concur in his conclusion. 
Bani-Sadr offered no other specific information 
regarding he alleged August meetings in 
Madrid. 

(viii) Sadegh Ghotbzadeh 

Sadegh Ghotbzadeh made several public 
statements in September and October 1980 al- 
leging that a deal to delay the hostages’ release 
may have taken place. '®^ 

On September 6, 1980, the French news 
agency Agence-France-Presse quoted Ghotbza- 
deh as saying that he had “information” prov- 
ing that the “Reagan camp was trying hard to 
block a solution of the [hostage] problem 


before the elections.” He added: “In addition, 
the Soviet Union and its agents inside Iran, 
that is, the Tudeh are insisting that this prob- 
lem not be solved. The most important agree- 
ments the USSR has ever concluded with the 
United States have been made with Republican 
administrations.” '®® 

Apparently, Ghotbzadeh’s cryptic comment 
came from an open letter he wrote to the 
Majlis on August 18, 1980 in which he argued 
for a quick release of the hostages. The letter 
was carried in the Iranian newspaper Islamic 
Revolution on September 11, 1980.'®® In the 
letter, Ghotbzadeh said: “Another point is that 
we know that the United States Republican 
Party, in order to win the coming election cam- 
paign, is trying hard to delay the solution of 
the hostage issue until after the United States 
elections. It is clear that under such conditions 
during the four coming years anytime this 
problem is solved we have acted according to 
the wishes of the United States Republican 
Party. Even so we have not proved anything in 
our interest but have acted to bring a more 
dangerous group than the incumbent one to 
power.” "® Later, he added: “It is interesting to 
note that some people suggest that let the hos- 
tage issue be settled a few months later; that 
sounds pleasing to the ears of the Republi- 
cans.” '" 

Sounding the alarm that aiding a Republican 
victory would spell dire consequences for Iran, 
Ghotbzadeh said, “When we are talking about 
how to exploit the American domestic conflicts 
it means that if the Republicans win they will 
not have the problem of elections for a period 
of four years and the Rockefeller banks which 
have frozen our assets will keep the existing 
conditions as they are and will never allow us 
to withdraw our money and create problems 
for those banks. Then, they will have four more 
years to delay the matter.” 

Five days after his letter to the Majlis was 
published in the Iranian press, Ghotbzadeh 
told Reuters that it would be a “disaster if 
Reagan becomes President” because “Reagan, 
supported by Kissinger and others, has no in- 
tention of resolving the problem. They will do 
everything in their power to block it. And obvi- 
ously the election of Mr. Reagan, in our estima- 
tion, will be a disaster.” 
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Many years later, Joseph Persico added the 
potential for some additional insight into 
Ghotbzadeh’s comments while reviewing Gary 
Sick’s book October Surprise for the New York 
Times. At the conclusion of his review, Persico 
wrote that “two friends of Ghotbzadeh who 
spoke to him frequently during this period 
[September 1980] said that he insisted repeat- 
edly that the Republicans were in contact with 
elements in Iran to try to block the hostage re- 
lease.” 

Manucher Ghorbanifar, an Iranian arms 
dealer who figured prominently as a middle- 
man in the Iran-contra affair, added another 
twist to Ghotbzadeh’s saga. Ghorbanifar wrote 
in the New York Times on August 28, 1991 that 
Ghotbzadeh was receiving messages from the 
Reagan campaign in late summer or early fall 
1980 not to delay the hostages’ release but 
rather, warning the foreign minister to resolve 
the crisis before the United States presidential 
elections. Ghorbanifar said his information 
came from “former and current government of- 
ficials at the highest levels in Europe and 
Iran.” As with any statement by Mr. Ghor- 
banifar, one must consider the source. 

Carol Jerome was the Paris bureau producer 
for the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation 
when she met Ghotbzadeh in 1978 and became 
intellectually, professionally and romantically 
involved with him up until his death in 1982. 
In an interview with the Task Force, she inter- 
preted Ghotbzadeh’s comments as meaning 
that Henry Kissinger and David Rockefeller 
were behind the continued breakdown in the 
negotiations between the Carter Administration 
and Ghotbzadeh to effect a hostage release. 
She said that Ghotbzadeh’s suspicions that Kis- 
singer and Rockefeller were involved traced 
back to the failure of the Iranian government 
to extradite the Shah from Panama and Ghotb- 
zadeh’s suspicion that the two men had a hand 
in ensuring that the Shah left Panama before 
the official extradition papers could be present- 
ed to the Panamanians. But she could find no 
proof of the allegation. 

Jerome testified “when I was writing the 
book that I could not give any credit or cre- 
dence to that story. That in any way the Re- 
publicans had interfered with Sadegh’s or any- 
body else’s negotiations that might have helped 
free the hostages,” Jerome said under oath.“® 
Jerome also said under oath that Ghotbzadeh 


never mentioned to her anything about con- 
tacts between representatives of the Iranian 
government and individuals associated with the 
Reagan campaign.''® 

Christian Bourguet was a close friend of 
Ghotbzadeh who also handled Iran’s legal af- 
fairs throughout the hostage crisis. He met 
Ghotbzadeh in March 1972, when he was asked 
by Ghotbzadeh to look into human rights 
abuses by the Shah’s regime in Iran. In an 
interview and deposition with Task Force coun- 
sel, Bourguet stated that Ghotbzadeh suspected 
there were contacts between members of the 
Republican party and the clerical elements of 
Iran’s government in 1980, specifically men- 
tioning Kissinger as one of the individuals 
whom Ghotbzadeh believed was a party to the 
contacts. However, Bourguet said that neither 
he nor the former foreign minister had any evi- 
dence that such contacts were taking place. 

Bourguet testified under oath that “I have 
not seen anything, anything about that. The 
only thing I can say as I told you, the fact that 
such contacts could happen, was in Ghotbza- 
deh’s mind for sure. [He] always told me that 
he suspected that things like that were happen- 
ing. He had no evidence of that but he was sus- 
pecting that. And he was, he believed that Kis- 
singer or people around him had kept the close 
contacts in Iran and could discuss behind his 
back with the clerics through commercial chan- 
nels. He was positive of it.” 

Bourguet then said that he believed Ghotbza- 
deh’s hunch that Kissinger was involved in con- 
tacts with the religious party in Iran’s govern- 
ment had its roots in Iran’s failed attempt to 
extradite the Shah from Panama in late March, 
1980. Bourguet said his reasoning for this as- 
sumption was three-fold: (1) the officials in 
Panama knew Bourguet was coming to Panama 
with the extradition documents; (2) the Shah’s 
people had knowledge of the extradition 
papers’ contents before they arrived in Panama; 
and (3) the mystery surrounding a $1 million 
check that was sent to Ghotbzadeh as a reward 
for his alleged help on the hostage issue. '^' 

Task Force counsel also interviewed and de- 
posed Francois Cheron, another of Ghotbza- 
deh’s close legal associates and personal 
friends in France. Cheron said that during one 
of his many stops in Tehran in the summer of 
1980, Ghotbzadeh told him that indirect meet- 



ings were held between Reagan campaign offi- 
cials and high-level members of the Islamic Re- 
publican Party (IRP) in August 1980 in either 
Paris or Madrid. Cheron said Ghotbzadeh did 
not specifically name anyone from the Reagan 
team who were allegedly part of these indirect 
contacts, though, on the Iranian side he did 
mention “the religious Beheshti and the son of 
Khomeini (Ahmad Khomeini).” 

Jacques Montanes is a French pilot who al- 
legedly was one of three members of a techni- 
cal team sent to Iran in September 1980 to de- 
velop a procurement list of military supplies 
needed by Tehran. Montanes informed the 
Task Force that Ghotbzadeh told him “on one 
occasion” that he knew of secret contacts be- 
tween officials connected with the Reagan cam- 
paign and representatives of the religious fac- 
tion in Iran’s government. Moreover, Montanes 
said that “Ghotbzadeh tried to slip the word to 
the Carter Administration, I know that because 
I went with him, that negotiations were taking 
place.” On that front, Montanes added that 
he thought Ghotbzadeh “might have slipped 
some information to some French people he 
was dealing with, some people who were later 
dealing with the Carter Administration” about 
his knowledge of the secret contacts. Howev- 
er, Montanes said that Ghotbzadeh did not en- 
lighten him as to who the parties were to the 
alleged negotiations and that he did not have 
any proof that any contacts actually took place. 

The Task Force cannot determine with cer- 
tainty the underlying basis behind Ghotbza- 
deh’s statements to the press and his letter to 
the Majlis baldly stating that the Republican 
campaign was making a concerted effort to bar 
the hostages’ release. Task Force interviews 
with Carol Jerome, Christian Bourguet, Fran- 
cois Cheron, and Jacques Montanes, all of 
whom who were closely associated with the 
former foreign minister, offer some insight. 
That is, Ghotbzadeh comments appear likely to 
be a reference to contacts made by Kissinger 
and Rockefeller on behalf of the Shah or in fur- 
therance of their banking interests. Further- 
more, the Task Force uncovered nothing to 
corroborate Ghotbzadeh’s statements, and the 
absence of corroboration is itself telling. The 
safe conclusion is that Ghotbzadeh had a bona 
fide belief in the truth of his assertions. Logic 
dictates, given his repeated reference to Henry 
Kissinger and David Rockefeller, that his belief 


was rooted in the actions taken by those two 
Republicans to assist the Shah in finding a safe 
exile. It is also plausible, given the turbulent 
political maelstrom in Tehran in 1980, that 
Ghotbzadeh’s statements were colored by his 
abiding belief that the clerics were twisting the 
true path of the Iranian revolution, were using 
the hostage detention to their advantage, and 
were capable of any perfidy. What is clear is 
that his oft-repeated statements provided the 
basis for more elaborate statements made by 
others. 

d. References to Madrid on Electronic Sur- 
veillance 

The Task Force has obtained evidence that 
Cyrus Hashemi may have traveled to Spain on 
one occasion during 1980. Homa Hashemi tes- 
tified that Cyrus traveled to Spain in the 
summer of 1980 to pick up his parents, who 
had recently left Iran and were on their way to 
London.'*® But information from the FBI’s 
electronic surveillance of Cyrus Hashemi indi- 
cates that Cyrus made this trip in September 
1980, long after the alleged meetings in 
Madrid.'*^ Further, Mrs. Hashemi testified that 
had Jamshid Hashemi been in Madrid when 
Cyrus was there to pick up his parents, Cyrus 
“definitely” would have mentioned Jamshid’s 
presence to her.'** 

3. Evidence Tending To Refute 
the Allegations 

a. Whereabouts of AUeged Participants 

The whereabouts of the participants in the 
alleged meetings in Madrid during the relevant 
time period is the best evidence of whether 
these meetings could have taken place. '** Obvi- 
ously, establishing the whereabouts of any of 
the alleged participants at a location other than 
Madrid during the relevant time period is a 
strong basis to conclude that the allegations of 
meetings in Madrid are untrue. 

The principal allegation, authored by Jam- 
shid Hashemi, is that William Casey, Cyrus Ha- 
shemi, Donald Gregg, and Mehdi Karrubi met 
together in Madrid in July and August of 1980. 
Jamshid also alleged that each set of meetings 
took place during a two-day period.'*® Based 
on Jamshid’s testimony, the alleged meetings 
most likely took place during the periods of 
July 25-July 29 and August 8-17. 
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( i ) Cyrus Hashemi 

Cyrus Hashemi, of course, is one of the 
linchpins in the Madrid allegations. According 
to Jamshid Hashemi's allegations, Cyrus made 
the arrangements for the Madrid meetings, the 
meetings took place in Cyrus’s suite at the Ritz 
Hotel, and Cyrus attended all of the meet- 
ings.'*^ Without Cyrus Hashemi, these meet- 
ings simply could not have occurred. 

Utilizing telephone records and other con- 
temporaneous documents, the Task Force was 
able to determine with substantial precision 
Cyrus Hashemi’s whereabouts during the 
period of July 25-29, 1980. Of particular value 
were telephone records and attorney time 
sheets provided to the Task Force by Stanley 
Pottinger, who worked closely with Hashemi 
during the summer of 1980. 

Telephone toll records obtained by the FBI 
provided additional evidence of Cyrus’s where- 
abouts. These records, combined with other in- 
formation obtained by the FBI, provided infor- 
mation regarding outgoing calls from Cyrus 
Hashemi’s home in Wilton, Connecticut, in- 
cluding the date of the call, the number called, 
the subscriber to that number, the time of day 
the call was made, and the duration of the 
call.'** 

Together, the aforementioned records pro- 
vide the following picture of Cyrus Hashemi’s 
whereabouts: 

July 25, 1980 (Friday) 

— According to Stanley Pottinger’s 
contemporaneous notes and diaries, 
Pottinger met with Cyrus Hashemi in 
New York on this date.'** 

July 26, 1980 (Saturday) 

— At 10:05 a.m., a call was made 
from Cyrus Hashemi’s home in 
Wilton, Connecticut to John Shaheen’s 
home in Southampton, New York. Ac- 
cording to the toll records, the call 
lasted for 2 minutes. At 10:07 a.m., 
another call of 4 minutes’ duration was 
made to Shaheen’s home in South- 
ampton. 

— ^At 10:19 a.m., a call was made 
from Cyrus Hashemi’s home to the 
Bethesda, Maryland, home of Stanley 
Pottinger, Cyrus Hashemi’s attorney. 

At 10:20 a.m., a call was made from 


Cyrus Hashemi’s home to Mr. Pot- 
tinger’s office in Washington, D.C. Ac- 
cording to the toll records, the dura- 
tion of both calls was 1 minute. '*^ 

— At 4:49 p.m., a 2-minute call was 
made from Cyrus Hashemi’s home to 
a number in New York subscribed to 
by Paul W. Skinner. 

— 6:50 p.m., a 2-minute call was 
made from Cyrus Hashemi’s home to 
a number in Queens, New York, sub- 
scribed to by Mrs. Dora Bahrami. 

— At 7:18 p.m., a 6-minute call was 
placed from Stanley Pottinger’s home 
in Bethesda to Cyrus Hashemi’s home 
in Wilton. 

July 27, 1980 (Sunday) 

— At 8:05 p.m., a 1 -minute call was 
made from Stanley Pottinger’s office 
in Washington, D.C. to Cyrus Hashe- 
mi’s home in Wilton. 

— At 8:54 p.m., a 1 -minute call was 
made from Cyrus Hashemi’s home in 
Wilton, Connecticut to the Bethesda, 
Maryland, home of Stanley Pot- 
tinger. '** 

July 28, 1980 (Monday) 

— At 9:58 a.m., a 3-minute call was 
made from Stanley Pottinger’s office 
in Washington, D.C. to Cyrus Hashe- 
mi’s office in New York. 

— ^At 7:50 p.m., a 1-minute call was 
made from Cyrus Hashemi’s home in 
Wilton, Connecticut to the Queens, 
New York, home of Alanna Torres, 
Cyrus Hashemi’s secretary. At 7:51 
p.m., another one-minute call was 
made to Ms. Torres’ home. 

— At 10:32 p.m., Stanley Pottinger 
placed a 6-minute call to Cyrus Hashe- 
mi’s home in Wilton from a locale in 
New York.'** 

July 29, 1980 (Tuesday) 

— ^At 1:35 p.m., a 5-minute call was 
made from Stanley Pottinger’s office 
to Cyrus Hashemi’s office. 



— At 2:12 p.m., a 10-minute call was 
made from Pottinger’s office to Hashe- 
mi’s office. 

— At 5:51 p.m., an 8-minutc call was 
made from Pottinger’s office to Hashe- 
mi’s office. 

Although circumstantial in nature, the weight 
of the evidence dictates the conclusion that 
Stanley Pottinger and Cyrus Hashemi made the 
calls described above, and that Cyrus was 
therefore in Wilton, Connecticut during the 
critical three-day period of July 26-28. Pot- 
tinger’s testimony and related documentation 
provides strong evidence that he actually spoke 
with Hashemi on the dates referenced above. 
The evidence also strongly indicates that the 
calls made from Wilton were placed by Cyrus 
Hashemi. 

Calls to John Shaheen. Cyrus had a business re- 
lationship with John Shaheen during this time 
period. Electronic surveillance of Cyrus’s calls, 
which began in September 1980, shows numer- 
ous calls between Shaheen and Cyrus relating 
to business matters. The surveillance records 
also demonstrate no calls to John Shaheen 
during the period of surveillance of Cyrus Ha- 
shemi’s were initiated by Homa Hashemi.'^® 
Further, it is unlikely that anyone else tele- 
phoned Shaheen from the Wilton residence. 
Homa Hashemi, Cyrus’s wife at the time, testi- 
fied that, although she spoke to Shaheen when 
Shaheen called Cyrus at home, she never called 
Shaheen from the Wilton home, and would re- 
member if she had.^"*® Indeed, Mrs. Hashemi 
testified that she was not even aware that Sha- 
heen maintained a home in Southampton in 
1980 .'^' 

Calls to Stanley Pottinger. By late July 1980, 
Cyrus Hashemi and Stanley Pottinger had de- 
veloped a close working relationship. They 
had been working together on the hostage 
crisis since December 1979 and, as discussed 
above, had traveled to Spain together in early 
July 1980 to meet secretly with an official Irani- 
an envoy. According to Mr. Pottinger’s records, 
he and Cyrus Hashemi met in New York on 
July 24.'"" 

At his deposition, Pottinger did not have a 
specific recollection of receiving calls at home 
from Cyrus Hashemi on the morning of July 26 
or the night of July 27.'"" But he testified that 
it was not uncommon for Cyrus to call him at 


home both early in the morning and late in the 
evening.'"" In contrast, Mr. Pottinger did not 
recall ever receiving such calls at home from 
Homa Hashemi.'"® Mr. Pottinger’s only specific 
recollection of speaking to Mrs. Hashemi on 
the telephone concerned an immigration 
matter, and he testified that he did not begin 
assisting her with this matter until late 1980 or 
the spring of 1981.'"^ 

Homa Hashemi testified that she did not 
recall phoning Pottinger from Wilton.'"® If she 
had called Pottinger, she testified, she would 
have called him at his office. '"® She emphatical- 
ly rejected the possibility that she might have 
called Pottinger at home, saying “If I would 
have called him [at home], Cyrus would have 
killed me.’’ She further testified that she did 
not know where Pottinger resided in 1980 and 
did not know his home phone.'"' 

The FBI’s electronic surveillance of Cyrus 
Hashemi do not reveal any calls from Homa 
Hashemi to Stanley Pottinger’s home. The sur- 
veillance records do show that Mrs. Hashemi 
called Pottinger’s office in Washington, D.C. 
three times on September 30, 1980, but they 
indicate that these calls related to an immigra- 
tion matter — thereby coinciding with Pot- 
tinger’s single recollection of speaking to Mrs. 
Hashemi by telephone. Other than the calls on 
September 30, the surveillance contains no evi- 
dence of calls from Mrs. Hashemi to Pot- 
tinger’s office. 

Calls to Alanna Torres. Homa Hashemi testified 
that the calls to Alanna Torres “definitely” 
must have been placed by Cyrus. '"^ Mrs. Ha- 
shemi testified that she had a business-like rela- 
tionship with Torres in 1980, although they 
were on friendly terms and often spoke to each 
other when Mrs. Hashemi called Cyrus’s office 
in New York.'"" But she did not recall ever call- 
ing Torres from the Wilton home, and she 
found the possibility of such a call inconceiv- 
able.'"" She also testified that neither her son 
or daughter, nor her housekeeper — the only 
other people living at the Wilton residence — 
would have called Torres.'"" 

Alanna Torres testified that Cyrus Hashemi 
often called her at home, at “any time of 
day.” '"®On these occasions, Cyrus would often 
give Torres instructions regarding the office, 
such as “ ‘Do this. Do that. Have this done by 
[nine] o’clock.’ ” '"’ Torres also testified that 



Homa Hashemi and her children never called 
her at home.^^* In addition, she testified that 
she did not have a good relationship with Jam- 
shid Hashemi, and that Jamshid never called 
her at home. As she put it, “Cyrus was the only 
one who called me if for whatever reason. “ 

Calls to Xumbers of Paul Skinner and Mrs. Dora 
Bahrami. As mentioned above, telephone com- 
pany records also show that calls were made 
from Cyrus Hashemi’s home on Saturday, July 
26, to numbers subscribed to by Paul Skinner 
(in the late afternoon) and Mrs. Dora Bahrami 
(in the evening). Despite efforts by FBI agents 
lo trace Mr. Skinner’s whereabouts, the Task 
Force has been unable to locate him. The Task 
Force did locate Paul Bahrami, the husband of 
Dora Bahrami, who testified that he played 
poker with Cyrus Hashemi during the summer 
of 1 980. 

It is unlikely that Homa Hashemi placed 
either of these calls. She testified that she had 
no knowledge of anyone by the name of “Paul 
Skinner,” and that she had never heard the 
name “Bahrami” before.^®' She also said that 
the name “Bahrami” is an Iranian name, and 
that she would remember if she had had con- 
tact with someone by that name.^®^ 

(It) William Casey 

Prior to the Task Force’s investigation, diffi- 
culty in establishing William Casey’s where- 
abouts during the last week of July 1980 con- 
tributed to speculation that Casey attended 
meetings in Madrid during this period. ^®^ Belat- 
ed discovery by the media of a trip that Casey 
made to London in late July added fuel to such 
speculation.^®^ 

The Task Force cannot account for every 
moment of Casey’s schedule during this period. 
Nonetheless, the Task Force is satisfied that 
there is sufficient hard evidence to reach a con- 
clusion regarding the allegations that Casey at- 
tended meetings in Madrid. 

A Pre-Conference Rendezvous in Madrid? Credi- 
ble testimonial and documentary evidence indi- 
cates that Casey was in California during the 
period of July 25-27, 1980. Darrell Trent, then 
a California-based policy advisor to the Reagan 
campaign, gave credible sworn testimony that 
Casey was his guest during the summer of 1980 
at the Bohemian Grove, an all-male club retreat 
located on the Russian River about north of 
San Francisco.'®® Trent specifically recalled that 


he and Casey shared a cabin together in the 
“Parsonage Camp,” one of many living subdivi- 
sions at the Bohemian Grove.'®® 

Trent provided the Task Force with credible 
documentary records evidencing both Trent’s 
and Casey’s presence at the Bohemian Grove 
that summer. '®’ These records show that Casey 
incurred charges at the 1980 Bohemian Grove 
for a two-day period, although they do not re- 
flect the actual dates on which the charges were 
incurred. ‘®® 

According to the records provided by Trent, 
the Bohemian Grove retreat in 1980 took place 
during the period of July 18 through August 
3 i®9 Xrent was certain that he did not attend 
the first weekend of the Bohemian Grove (i.e., 
the weekend of July 18-20), either alone or 
with Casey. He recalled that he attended the 
second and third weekends of the Bohemian 
Grove that summer (i.e., the last weekend in 
July and the first weekend in August), and 
records that he produced corroborated this tes- 
timony.'^' Trent was uncertain whether Casey 
was his guest during the second or third week- 
end of the Bohemian Grove. But his best 
recollection was that he and Casey attended the 
retreat during the second, or “middle,” week- 
end.'^® 

Trent testified that the middle weekend at 
Bohemian Grove is the most popular weekend 
for members to bring guests.'’^ The third and 
final weekend, in contrast, is usually “a quieter 
weekend.” '’® Trent also recalled injuring him- 
self during one of the Grove weekends in 1980, 
and expressed his belief that the injury oc- 
curred on the third weekend. '’® Explaining his 
recollection that Casey was his guest during the 
middle weekend, Trent stated “I certainly don’t 
recall [the injury] being during the time that 
Mr. Casey was there . . . because I sat in the 
camp with my foot up in an ice pack, and I 
think I would have remembered if Casey had 
been my guest and I was sitting in the camp 
with my foot up in an ice pack. 

Finally, Trent testified that he had obtained 
information from Ben Smith, another camp 
member who attended the 1980 Bohemian 
Grove, “which caused me to think that [Casey] 
was there on the middle weekend,” ''^® Smith 
told Trent that he remembered seeing Casey, 
and that Smith had not attended the third 
weekend of activities.'^® As mentioned above. 



Trent was certain that he had not attended the 
first weekend. 

The Task Force subsequently contacted Ber- 
nard E. (“Ben”) Smith, Jr. Smith gave credible 
sworn testimony — and provided the Task Force 
with corroborating documentary evidence — that 
he attended the 1980 encampment during the 
period of July 24-28.'*® Smith testified that he 
flew from New York to California on Thursday, 
July 24, arriving at Bohemian Grove late in the 
evening.'®' He flew back to New York on 
Monday, July 28.'*^ Smith also testified that the 
period of July 24-28 was the only time in 1980 
that he was at Bohemian Grove. '** 

Smith was certain that Trent was at the 1980 
encampment, and that Casey was Trent’s 
guest. '*^ Smith estimated that he saw Casey at 
the Bohemian Grove at least “half a dozen” 
times during the 1980 encampment.'®* He re- 
called speaking to Casey while they were at the 
Bohemian Grove, although he could not re- 
member the content of any specific conversa- 
tions.'®® 

Further evidence that Casey was at Bohemian 
Grove on the weekend of July 25-27 came from 
Warren Poole, who also attended the 1980 
summer encampment. Poole testified that he 
has been a member of Parsonage Camp since 
1973, and that he attended the 1980 Grove fes- 
tivities on all three weekends.'®’ Poole had an 
independent recollection of seeing Casey at the 
Grove during the summer of 1980 as a guest of 
Darrell Trent.'®® Although he had no documen- 
tation, his best recollection was that Casey was 
at the Grove during the middle weekend.'®® 
Poole also recalled that he and Trent were 
both present for the taking of a camp photo- 
graph, and testified that this photograph usual- 
ly is taken on the middle weekend.'®® Poole’s 
testimony was corroborated by McGowan, who 
told the Task Force that the 1980 summer 
camp photo in his possession has a sticker on 
the back bearing the date July 27, 1980.'®' 

The Task Force also obtained testimony 
from Matthew McGowan regarding the 1980 
Bohemian Grove encampment. McGowan re- 
called that he attended all three weekends 
during the summer of 1980, that Casey was at 
the Grove as Darrell Trent’s guest, and that 
McGowan was introduced to Casey at the 
Grove. '®^ McGowan also identified himself and 
Bernard Smith in a group photograph taken at 
Parsonage Camp on July 27, 1980, but he 


could not recall whether he saw Casey at Bohe- 
mian Grove during the weekend on which this 
photograph was taken.'®® 

McGowan also provided the Task Force with 
a copy of pages from his calendar for July and 
August 1980.'®^ These calendar pages show the 
following: 

July 17: “Went to the Grove. Parsonage 
Camp dinner.”'®* 

July 18: “At the Grove. Alden Yates joined us 
as my guest.” 

July 19: “At the Grove. Alden Yates my 
guest.” 

July 20: “Returned home from the Grove.” 

July 25: “Went to the Grove. Alden Yates my 
guest.” 

July 26: No calendar entry. 

July 27: No calendar entry. 

July 31: “Went to the Grove. Yates not a 
guest.” 

August 1: “At the Grove.” 

August 2: “At the Grove.” 

August 3: “1980 Bohemian Grove Encamp- 
ment closed this date. A very good encamp- 
ment for me. We had Bill Casey, Gov. Reagan’s 
campaign mgr. as our guest this last weekend.” 

On its face, McGowan’s calendar entry for 
August 3, 1980, indicates that Casey was at the 
Bohemian Grove on that date. In weighing this 
entry against other evidence, however, the Task 
Force has concluded that it was much more 
likely that Casey attended the Bohemian Grove 
on the weekend of July 25-27, and that he was 
not there on the weekend of August 1-3. 
McGowan told the Task Force that the date on 
which a certain entry appears in his calendar 
does not necessarily correspond to the actual 
date of the event for which the entry was 
made.'®® In this regard, he did not rule out the 
possibility that the reference to “last weekend” 
in the calendar entry for August 3 actually per- 
tains to the middle weekend of July 25-27.'®’ 

In contrast, Bernard Smith provided credible 
testimonial and documentary evidence that he 
attended only one weekend at the 1980 Bohe- 
mian Grove — the middle weekend — and that he 
saw Casey on several occasions during that 
weekend. Darrell Trent testified that Casey was 
his guest on only one of the three weekends. 
Warren Poole had a specific recollection that 
Casey was at the^ Grove on the ngiddle week- 
end, and testified that a camp photograph in 
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which Bernard Smith appears probably was 
taken on the middle weekend. Given the nature 
and quality of this evidence, and McGowan’s 
testimony regarding the potential inaccuracy of 
his calendar entry for August 3, the Task Force 
believes that the great weight of evidence 
places Casey at the Bohemian Grove on the 
weekend of July 25-27, 1980. 

In any event, the Task Force has determined 
that Casey almost certainly could not have trav- 
eled to Madrid on the weekend of August 1-3, 
1980. Credible testimonial and documentary 
evidence establishes that Casey was in Los An- 
geles on Friday, August 1, attending a meeting 
of Reagan’s domestic policy advisors and senior 
campaign staff. The evidence also suggests 
that Casey was home in Long Island, New York 
on Saturday, August 2. Richard Allen’s notes 
for that day contain Casey’s name and phone 
number in Long Island among notes relating to 
other telephone calls that day. At his deposi- 
tion, Allen interpreted this note to mean that 
he had initiated a call to Casey in Long Island 
on August 2.^®® Another document from Allen’s 
personal records contains a handwritten nota- 
tion suggesting that Allen spoke to Casey in 
the late afternoon.^®' 

The possibility that Casey met with Iranians 
on the weekend of August 1-3 is further obvi- 
ated by evidence regarding Cyrus Hashemi’s 
whereabouts during the first week in August 
1980. According to Stanley Pottinger’s tele- 
phone records and time sheets, Pottinger called 
Hashemi on Friday, August 1, at his New York 
office from London, where Pottinger among 
other things, was trying to secure crude oil 
supply contracts for Hashemi. ^®^ According to 
an entry in two of John Shaheen’s calendars for 
1980, Hashemi also apparently had lunch on 
August 1 with John Shaheen in New York.^®® 
On Saturday, August 2, a one-minute call was 
made at 2:11 p.m. from Hashemi’s home in 
Wilton, Connecticut to the home of his secre- 
tary, Alanna Torres. On the same day, Stan- 
ley Pottinger, then in Geneva, Switzerland, 
made a 15 minute plane call to Cyrus Hashe- 
mi’s home in Wilton, Connecticut. On Sunday, 
August 3, Cyrus made a telephone call the resi- 
dence of an Iranian living in the United States 
who was under electronic surveillance for pos- 
sible terrorist activity. During this call, Cyrus 
told the individual that he was calling from St. 
Louis, Missouri. For the reasons stated above. 


the Task Force believes that the calls to Torres 
were made by Cyrus Hashemi. 

Although the Task Force has concluded that 
Casey attended the middle weekend of the 
1980 Bohemian Grove, the date on which 
Casey arrived at the Grove is uncertain. Trent 
recalled walking into Casey’s campaign office in 
the Century City section of Los Angeles, pick- 
ing up Casey, and flying with Casey to San 
Francisco. He did not recall precisely when he 
went to Casey’s office in Los Angeles, but he 
said that it is “customary” to leave Los Angeles 
for San Francisco at “about noon” in order to 
“beat the traffic” in driving out to the Bohemi- 
an Grove. ^®® Trent did have a specific recollec- 
tion of driving with Casey from San Francisco 
to the Bohemian Grove. ^®® 

Trent was not certain whether he picked up 
Casey in Los Angeles on Thursday, July 24, or 
Friday, July 25.^®^ He acknowledged that 
charges on his bill for Thursday, July 24 
“would seem to indicate” that he was at the 
Bohemian Grove on that day.^®® He stated, 
however, that “it would probably make more 
sense for me to have come up on Friday from 
Los Angeles than on Thursday. . . 209 

also suggested that the Bohemian Grove’s 
records might be incorrect. ^^® 

Other evidence regarding Casey’s where- 
abouts, however, militates against the possibili- 
ty that Casey and Trent arrived at the Bohemi- 
an Grove on Thursday, July 24. On that day, 
Casey was photographed accepting a campaign 
check for $24.9 million from the Federal Elec- 
tion Commission in Washington, D.C.^^^ In ad- 
dition, an invoice from the Metropolitan Club 
in Washington, D.C., where Casey was a 
member, shows a charge for July 24 for the use 
of a telephone. 

On Friday, July 25, Casey apparently flew on 
the Eastern Airline shuttle between Washing- 
ton, D.C. and New York.^^® A signed receipt for 
a shuttle ticket bearing this date was found 
among Casey’s personal records at his home in 
McLean, Virginia. The receipt does not indi- 
cate whether Casey was flying to New York or 
to Washington. Nor is it clear what time of day 
Casey made this flight. 

The Task Force obtained credible testimonial 
evidence regarding Casey’s departure from Bo- 
hemian Grove. Darrell Trent testified that he 
drove Casey on a Sunday afternoon from the 



Grove to the airport in San Francisco.*'* Trent 
specifically recalled stopping to have lunch with 
Casey on the way back to San Francisco.*'^ 
Trent further recalled that Casey was flying 
from San Francisco to London, although he 
could not explain the basis for that recollec- 
tion.*'® 

The London Conference. The Task Force ob- 
tained voluminous credible testimonial and 
documentary evidence regarding Casey’s at- 
tendance at the 1980 Anglo-American Confer- 
ence on the History of the Second World War, 
which took place between July 28-31, 1980. 
When viewed as a whole, this evidence makes it 
practically impossible for Casey to have attend- 
ed meetings in Madrid during his stay abroad. 

As a preliminary matter, there is substantial 
evidence — both documentary and testimonial — 
that Casey’s attendance at the London confer- 
ence was not a pretext for going to Madrid. As 
early as January 11, 1979 — ten months before 
Ronald Reagan formally declared his candidacy 
for the presidency — Professor Arthur Funk, 
Chairman of the American Committee on the 
History of the Second World War, wrote to 
Casey and invited him to present a paper at the 
conference.*'* In a March letter. Funk stated 
that he already had the “tentative acceptance’’ 
of nine people to present papers at the confer- 
ence, including Casey.*** Richard Wirthlin, a 
senior official in the Reagan presidential cam- 
paign, testified that he was aware of Casey’s 
plans to attend the London conference “early 
in the campaign cycle.’’ **' 

As the date for the conference drew closer, 
the Imperial War Museum received word about 
Casey’s expected arrival date. On July 16, 
1980, Professor Arthur Funk telephoned Jona- 
than Chadwick at the Museum to inform Chad- 
wick that Casey would arrive on July 29, 
1980.*** It had been decided earlier that Casey 
would likely stay at the Royal Army Medical 
College, where a number of the attendees and 
speakers at the conference would be staying.**® 

For administrative purposes, Chadwick pre- 
pared two charts for the conference. The first 
chart was a detailed list of speakers and atten- 
dees which graphed the scheduled events 
during the four-day conference and noted 
which attendees were expected at what 
events.**^ The second was an accommodation 
chart noting the expected accommodations for 
the speakers at the conference. The purpose of 


the first chart was essentially to note who 
would be attending which event — a concern 
brought on both by the capacity of the room in 
which the conference was to be held as well as 
a desire on the part of the organizers to pay for 
no more meals than were expected to be con- 
sumed.**® Chadwick told the Task Force that 
throughout the pre-conference preparation 
period, he made notations on this chart regard- 
ing his expectations of when various individuals 
would attend the conference.*** Chadwick ex- 
plained that he put a penciled check in the ap- 
propriate box on the chart to indicate the ex- 
pected attendance of a given conferee at a par- 
ticular event. Conversely, he put an “X’’ on the 
chart when the individual was not expected to 
attend a particular session.**^ If a change in 
what was expected took place, an ink check or 
“X’’ would be put in the appropriate box. Since 
there were sixty-seven names and some fifteen 
events, the chart had over a thousand boxes.**® 

Certain details of Casey’s travel from the 
United States to England remain unclear. As 
discussed above, Darrell Trent testified that he 
took Casey to the airport in San Francisco on 
the afternoon he believed of Sunday, July 27.*** 
Trent also recalled that Casey was flying to 
London that day.*®* The Task Force has been 
unable to establish Casey’s flight itinerary to 
London, or precisely when Casey arrived in 
England.*®' It has learned, however, that there 
was a British Airways flight scheduled to depart 
San Francisco International Airport on Sunday, 
July 27, at 6:00 p.m. (California time), and to 
arrive at Heathrow Airport at noon, London 
time.*®* 

The opening session of the conference took 
place between 9:30-11:00 a.m. on Monday, July 
28 23® xhis session was followed by a coffee 
break between 11:00-11:30 a.m., a session on 
China between 11:30 a.m. and 1:00 p.m., lunch 
between 1:00-2:30 p.m., and a final session on 
Russia between 2:30-4:00 p.m. Tea was served 
between 4:00-4:30 p.m., and at 6:15 there was 
a formal reception at the Imperial War 
Museum hosted by the Trustees of the Imperial 
War Museum and the British National Commit- 
tee. 

The Task Force has concluded that Casey 
did not attend the morning sessions on the first 
day of the conference, and that he probably did 
not appear at the conference until late in the 
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afternoon. Although the official attendance 
chart for the conference shows Casey present 
at these sessions (as well as at lunch), the Task 
Force has determined that the chart contains 
inaccuracies regarding the attendance of both 
Casey and other conference participants, there- 
by diminishing its reliability as an accurate 
record of the proceedings. 

The final attendance chart, which Chadwick 
maintained and revised throughout the confer- 
ence, shows Casey present at all of the events 
for July 28.^^^ Chadwick explained that since 
Casey was not expected until July 29, he initial- 
ly penciled in “X’s"’ for Casey through the first 
three sessions and lunch on July 28. The final 
version of the chart, however, reflects an ink 
checkmark for the three sessions and lunch on 
July 28. According to Chadwick, the supersed- 
ing ink checkmarks indicate that Casey arrived 
unexpectedly for the opening session on July 
28 236 Chadwick’s chart, however, shows that 
for the afternoon session on Russia, a penciled 
"X” is covered by what appears to be an ink 
checkmark, which has a diagonal ink line 
through it making it appear to be an To 

add to the confusion, the box concerning 
Casey’s attendance at the afternoon session 
contains the handwritten annotation “came at 
4:00 p.m.” Chadwick identified the hand- 
written annotation as his own handwriting and, 
based on the chart, testified that Casey must 
have come into the conference room toward 
the end of the session on Russia. Chadwick 
also explained that when the afternoon session 
began, he saw that Casey was not present and 
converted the ink check into an “X” by draw- 
ing a diagonal line through it.^^ He further tes- 
tified that when he noticed Casey came into the 
room later, he added the annotation about 
Casey’s arrival at 4:00 p.m.^^' Credible sworn 
testimony supports the proposition that Casey 
was absent from the morning sessions on July 
28 and refutes the checkmarks on Chadwick’s 
chart to the contrary. Robert Dallek, an Ameri- 
can professor who presented a paper on China 
between 11:30 a.m. and 1:00 p.m., gave credi- 
ble testimony that Casey was not in attendance 
during Dallek’s presentation.^^* Dallek recalled 
that he was eager to “strut my stuff’ in front of 
Casey, that he looked around the conference 
room for Casey, and that Casey never appeared 
during Dallek’s presentation.*^ Dallek also re- 
called a statement made at the conference pro- 


ceedings on Monday that Casey had been de- 
layed by business, although he could not recall 
who made the statement, whether the state- 
ment was made in the morning or afternoon, 
or whether the statement was in the form of a 
formal announcement. *^'‘ 

Sir James Murray, one of the British partici- 
pants at the conference, testified that he was 
introduced to Casey on Monday, July 28, by Sir 
William Deakin, the British co-chairman of the 
conference.*^® He was certain that the introduc- 
tion took place “in the course of proceedings’’ 
that day and that the introduction was made in 
the conference room.*^® He recalled that the in- 
troduction “wasn’t in the morning,’’ but he 
could not remember precisely when it oc- 
curred.*^* 

There is also credible testimonial and docu- 
mentary evidence that Casey attended the 
formal reception at 6:15 p.m. At least five 
people testified that they saw Casey at this re- 
ception: Professor Robert Dallek, Professor 
Jones, Jonathan Chadwick, Sir James Murray, 
and Professor Donald Watt.*^® Three of these 
individuals — Dallek, Jones, and Murray — specif- 
ically recalled talking with Casey during the re- 
ception.*^® 

After the reception. Professor Reginald Jones 
took Casey, Arthur Funk, and Harold Deutsch 
to dinner as his guests at the Caledonian Club 
in London.*®® As Jones recalled the evening, 
the group did not arrive at the club until 8:30 
p.m.*®' After dinner, Jones put the group in a 
taxi, and he walked back to his hotel.*®* 

The Task Force also has obtained an invoice 
relating to Casey’s activities in London on July 
28 *53 invoice, which is dated August 27, 
1980, is addressed to Casey from Hatchard’s, a 
book store located in the Piccadilly section of 
London, and it shows that Casey purchased 
four books on July 28.*®^ The Task Force has 
concluded that Casey most likely went to Hat- 
chard’s between the time he checked into the 
Royal Army Medical College and his late after- 
noon appearance at the conference. There is 
no evidence that Casey left the Imperial War 
Museum between the time of his arrival in late 
afternoon and his departure for dinner with 
Professor Jones, and Jones’ testimony indicates 
that he and Casey did not finish dinner until 
late in the evening.*®® 



In light of the substantial evidence regarding 
Casey’s whereabouts on July 28, the Task Force 
believes that it can explain how and when 
Casey arrived in England. The Task Force be- 
lieves that Casey most probably took the British 
Airways flight that departed San Francisco on 
July 27 at 6:00 p.m. As mentioned above, this 
flight was due to arrive at Heathrow at noon, 
London time. Assuming that the flight was on 
time, and that it takes approximately one hour 
to one and one-half hours between landing and 
arrival by ground transportation in London, 
Casey probably arrived at the Royal Army Med- 
ical College by approximately 1:00, or 1:30 
p.m. After checking into the College, Casey 
probably washed up from his trip and rested. 
By around 2:30, Casey probably went to Hat- 
chard’s — a taxi ride estimated to be between 
twenty and thirty minutes. By the time he ar- 
rived at Hatchard’s, it was probably close to 
3:00 p.m. By the time Casey selected and pur- 
chased his books, it was probably time to leave 
for the Imperial War Museum, where he was 
first spotted at about 4:00 p.m. 

What is known for sure is that the following 
morning (i.e., Tuesday, July 29), Robert Dallek 
had an early breakfast with Casey in the “com- 
mons room’’ at the Royal Army Medical Col- 
lege. Dallek gave credible testimony that he 
was the only person having breakfast in the 
commons room when Casey walked in and sat 
down at Dallek’s table. He specifically re- 
called telling Casey a joke and discussing 
Ronald Reagan’s acceptance speech at the Re- 
publican convention.^® After breakfast, accord- 
ing to Dallek’s testimony, he and Casey went to 
the Imperial War Museum to attend that morn- 
ing’s conference proceedings.®®® 

According to the conference schedule, Casey 
delivered his paper between 9:30-11:00 a.m. 
Dallek specifically recalled attending Casey’s 
presentation, as did Chadwick.®®' The Task 
Force was unable to confirm whether Casey at- 
tended the next session of the conference, 
which took place between 11:30 a.m.-l:00 
p.m., but the attendance chart maintained by 
Chadwick shows Casey present at this ses- 
sion.®®® 

In any event, there is credible testimonial 
and documentary evidence that Casey attended 
lunch at the Imperial War Museum, which 
began at 1:00 p.m. Sir James Murray specifical- 
ly recalled having lunch with Casey, and his 


diary contains an entry showing that he had 
lunch with Casey at 1:00 p.m. on July 29, 
1980.®®® Murray also recalled that, during 
lunch, he and Casey discussed Casey’s presen- 
tation from earlier that morning, and whether 
Casey had known some of Murray’s war-time 
colleagues from British intelligence.®®^ 

Following lunch, an afternoon session began 
at 2:30 p.m. pertaining to “the Italian Cam- 
paign.’’ Chadwick’s attendance chart shows 
Casey present at this session.®®® The Task 
Force, however, was unable to obtain any evi- 
dence to corroborate the entry on Chadwick’s 
chart. Chadwick had no independent recollec- 
tion of seeing Casey either at the afternoon 
session or the session between 11:30-1:00.®®® 
Murray, for his part, did not recall if Casey re- 
turned to the conference after lunch. ®®^ 

The Task Force has concluded that Casey 
left London some time during the afternoon or 
evening of July 29. British Airways Concorde 
flights were scheduled to leave Heathrow Air- 
port for Washington, D.C. at 6:30 p.m., arriv- 
ing in Washington at 5:55 p.m.®®® Other British 
Air flights were scheduled to depart Heathrow 
at 3:00 p.m., arriving in New York at 5:35 p.m.; 
and at 6:15 p.m., arriving in New York at 9:05 
p.m. 

Chadwick’s attendance chart shows Casey to 
be absent at all conference events on July 
29-30, and none of the conference participants 
that the Task Force interviewed recalled seeing 
Casey on July 30.®®® Moreover, there is credible 
documentary evidence that Casey was back in 
the United States on July 30. Casey’s calendar 
for July 30, 1980, contains the following entry 
for 6:45 p.m.: “Dinner — George Bush — Alibi 
Club.’’ ®®® Casey also was interviewed at Reagan 
campaign headquarters on July 30 by ABC 
News correspondent Barry Serafin.®®' 

A Return to Madrid? As discussed above, Jam- 
shid Hashemi has alleged that William Casey 
returned to Madrid in August 1980 for a 
second round of meetings with Mehdi Karrubi, 
Hassan Kamibi, Jamshid, and Cyrus Ha- 
shemi.®®® Jamshid’s testimony regarding when 
the second round of meetings occurred, howev- 
er, is contradictory. At his deposition, Jamshid 
initially testified that 14-17 days elapsed be- 
tween the first and second rounds of meetings 
in Madrid.®®® Under this scenario, the second 
Madrid meetings would have begun on or 
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about August 15, and would have continued 
until about August 17.*^^ Later, Jamshid testi- 
fied that the dates shown in the records from 
the Plaza Hotel correspond to when the meet- 
ings in Madrid occurred.*^® According to this 
testimony, the most likely period for the 
second set of meetings would be between 
August 8— when “Ali Balanian’* (Jamshid's 
alias) checked into the Plaza Hotel — and 
August 13, when “Ali Balanian” checked out. 

The Task Force could not resolve this incon- 
sistency in Jamshid's testimony. Consequently, 
the Task Force took the most liberal approach 
possible and treated the period of August 
8-August 17 as the operative “window” of time 
for assessing Jamshid's allegations that a 
second round of meetings occurred. 

The Task Force has found substantial credi- 
ble evidence regarding Casey’s whereabouts 
during this time period.*^® 

— On August 7, when Casey probably would 
have departed the United States for a 
meeting on August 8, Casey went to the 
Romeo Salta restaurant in New York.*’^'^ 
Casey’s appointment calendar for that day 
also shows an entry at 9:30 a.m. captioned 
“Debate Strategy Meeting” and an ap- 
pointment at 1:00 with his dentist in New 
York, Dr. Grayson.**'® 

—On August 8, Casey was scheduled for an 
8:15 a.m. appointment with Dr. Grayson, a 
1:00 appointment with Pete Dailey, and 
dinner with Eugene McCarthy.**® The Task 
Force also located a receipt for the Creek 
Club, an exclusive country club in Long 
Island to which Casey belonged, which 
shows charges on this date for food.*®® 

— The Task Force was unable to obtain in- 
formation regarding Casey’s schedule for 
August 9. 

— On August 10, Casey was in Chicago, Illi- 
nois for the first day of a three-day nation- 
al conference of Republican State Chair- 
man. Frank Fahrenkopf and Frederick K. 
Biebel, who also attended the conference, 
each gave sworn testimony that they re- 
called driving with Casey from O’Hare Air- 
port to the conference on the first day of 
the conference.*®^ Both men also testified 
that Casey was present for all three days of 
the conference. 


— On August 1 1 , the first day of the Demo- 
cratic National Convention, Casey’s calen- 
dars indicate that he was scheduled to 
meet with Republican State chairmen.*®* 
Credible testimony from Frank Fahrenkopf 
and Frederick K. Biebel indicate that Casey 
was in Chicago attending the second day of 
the national conference of Republican 
State Chairman.*®® 

— According to credible testimony from Fah- 
renkopf and Biebel, Casey returned to 
Washington, D.C. from the national con- 
ference of Republican State Chairman at 
some point on August 12, where the con- 
ference concluded. Both Fahrenkopf and 
Biebel recalled driving to O’Hare Airport 
with Casey (as well as with each other) for 
the return trip to Washington.*®^ 

— ^Thomas Casey (no relation), who worked 
as Casey’s personal driver during the 
summer of 1980, gave credible testimony 
that he took Casey to a restaurant in Wash- 
ington, D.C. on the night of August 12, 
where Casey watched a speech by Senator 
Edward Kennedy to the Democratic Na- 
tional Convention.*®® Casey vividly recalled 
listening to Kennedy’s speech in the car 
while he waited for Casey and his wife to 
finish dinner inside the restaurant.*®® 

— Casey’s calendars for August 13 include 
appointments at 3:00 p.m. with Bob Gorm- 
ley, at 5:00 p.m. with “Pete Dailey et al,” 
and at 7:00 p.m. with “Gant.” *®* 

— On August 14 — his putative first day back 
from the alleged meetings in Madrid — 
Casey appeared on an ABC television pro- 
gram, where he was interviewed by Bar- 
bara Walters.*®® His calendars for his date 
show a 7:00 a.m. staff meeting, an 11:30 
a.m. meeting with Drew Lewis, a 3:00 p.m. 
meeting with Charlie Peckham, and dinner 
at 8:15 p.m. at Sans Souci, a restaurant in 
Washington, D.C. The Task Force has also 
obtained an American Express receipt 
signed by Casey for a meal on this date at 
Sans Souci.*®® 

— On August 15, Casey’s calendars show a 
meeting between 9:30-11:30 a.m. with 
Peter White.*®® 


— The Task Force was unable to obtain in- 
formation regarding Casey’s schedule for 
the weekend of August 16-17. 

In sum, with the exception of August 9 and 
the weekend of August 16-17, the Task Force 
has obtained credible documentary and testi- 
monial evidence which practically eliminates 
the possibility that Casey attended a second set 
of meetings in Spain in August 1980. The Task 
Force has seen no evidence that Casey was out- 
side of the United States on Saturday, August 9 
or the weekend of August 16-17.^®^ 

With the assistance of Stanley Pottinger’s 
records, the Task Force has been able to estab- 
lish much of the whereabouts of the other cen- 
tral character in the Madrid allegation, Cyrus 
Hashemi, during the period of August 8-17, 
1980. 

— On August 8, a 5-minute call was placed at 
8:15 a.m. to Cyrus Hashemi’s home in 
Wilton from LaGuardia Airport in New 
York on Stanley Pottinger’s credit card. 

At 3:57 p.m., a 5-minute call was made 
from Pottinger’s office in Washington, 
D.C. to Hashemi’s office in New York. Pot- 
tinger’s time sheet for this day indicate 
that he participated in telephone confer- 
ences concerning a libel lawsuit filed by 
Cyrus Hashemi. 

— On August 10, Pottinger called Cyrus Ha- 
shemi at 10:20 a.m. for 2 minutes at his 
home in Wilton from Bayshore, New 
York.^®^ At 10:51 a.m., another 2-minute 
call was placed to Hashemi’s home from 
Bayshore. 

— On August 11, Cyrus Hashemi met with 
Stanley Pottinger at JFK Airport in New 
York prior to Hashemi’s departure for 
London.^®® Later that day, Pottinger sent a 
telex to Hashemi at the Dorchester Hotel 
in London regarding negotiations to pur- 
chase Iranian crude oil.^®’ 

— According to Stanley Pottinger’s time 
sheets, Pottinger made several calls to 
Cyrus Hashemi in London on August 
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— Pottinger’s time sheets for August 13 do 
not make it clear whether he spoke with 
Cyrus Hashemi on this date, although they 
do establish that Pottinger participated in 


telephone conferences relating to Ha- 
shemi.^®® 

— Pottinger’s telephone records and time 
sheets for August 14 establish that he 
called Cyrus Hashemi in London for 4 
minutes at 3:00 p.m. from Pottinger’s 
office in Washington, D.C.^®® They also es- 
tablish that Pottinger called Cyrus again at 
3:25 p.m. for 21 minutes.^®' 

— A note in one of Pottinger’s files, com- 
bined with telephone records, establish 
that on August 15, Pottinger called Cyrus 
Hashemi at his office at 12:21 p.m. from 
Pottinger’s home in Bethesda, Maryland. 

— The Task Force was unable to establish 
Cyrus Hashemi’s whereabouts on August 
16-17, 1980.^®^ 

( in ) Donald Gregg 

Jamshid Hashemi has alleged that Donald 
Gregg accompanied William Casey to meetings 
in Madrid in July and August 1980. Credible 
documentary and testimonial evidence refutes 
this allegation. The Task Force deposed 
Donald Gregg and his wife Margaret Gregg. 
Donald Gregg provided the Task Force with a 
copy of his calendar for July 1980.^®^ In addi- 
tion, Mrs. Gregg provided the Task Force with 
a copy of her diary for July 1980.^®* 

Referring to her diary, Mrs. Gregg testified 
that her sister and brother-in-law, who reside in 
Williamsport, Pennsylvania, visited she and 
Donald Gregg on Friday, July 25.®®® Mrs. Gregg 
testified that the four of them attended a birth- 
day party on that day in Chevy Chase.®®’ Mrs. 
Gregg also testified that on Saturday, July 26, 
Donald Gregg and the rest of the family trav- 
eled to a locale in the Virginia countryside, 
where they spent the day.®®® An entry concern- 
ing the trip to Virginia on July 26 is reflected 
on the calendars of both Donald and Margaret 
Gregg.®®® 

On Sunday, July 27, Mrs. Gregg’s diary 
shows the family having brunch with Mrs. 
Gregg’s sister and brother-in-law.®*® Mrs. 
Gregg did not have a specific recollection that 
Donald Gregg was home on that day, but she 
testified that it was her practice to note in her 
diary when Mr. Gregg was out of town.®** 

Donald Gregg, referring to his calendar, tes- 
tified that he traveled to the Special Training 



Center (also known as Camp Perry) near Wil- 
liamsburg, Virginia on Monday, July 28, depart- 
ing by airplane from National Airport in Wash- 
ington, D.C. at 8:30 a.m.^'^ Gregg recalled that 
he went to Camp Perry to give a lecture to a 
training class on the use of intelligence by 
senior government officials. 

In addition, Gregg gave credible sworn testi- 
mony that he has never met Cyrus or Jamshid 
Hashemi, and Mrs. Gregg testified that her 
husband has never mentioned the names of 
Cyrus or Jamshid Hashemi to her.^^^ Mr. Gregg 
also testified that he did not meet William 
Casey until January 1981.^'* 

The circumstances of Gregg’s position makes 
it further implausible that he could have at- 
tended meetings in Madrid. As mentioned pre- 
viously, Gregg was a senior staffperson on the 
National Security Council during the summer 
of 1980, responsible for intelligence matters 
and Asian affairs.^'® He had no oversight re- 
sponsibility regarding the hostage issue. Nor 
was Gregg included in the official distribution 
of information on the hostage matter. 

When Gregg joined the staff of the NSC in 
1979, he took the place of Samuel Hoskinson, 
who left to Join the presidential campaign of 
John Connally.^'® Hoskinson, who is now Vice 
Chairman of the National Intelligence Council, 
testified regarding the administrative proce- 
dures in place when Zbigniew Brzezinski 
headed the NSC. According to Hoskinson, the 
\SC was a relatively small staff run by Zbig- 
niew Brzezinski who ran a pretty tight ship. 
You didn’t do anything without checking with 
him. You presented him every night a written 
report on your activities that you conducted 
during the day and things you planned to do 
the next day. As a senior staffer there, it is not 
conceivable that you would be able to kind of 
sneak away. It would have to be approved by 
the National Security Advisor personally. . . . 
The only way you could leave would be at his 
direction. 

Hoskinson surmised that Gregg “would have 
been fired, at a minimum,’’ if it had been dis- 
covered that he had traveled to Madrid without 
the authorization of Brzezinski. 

(iv) Mehdi and Hassan Karrubi 

Tlie Task Force is unaware of any credible 
evidence to support Jamshid Hashemi’s allega- 
tion that Mehdi and Hassan Karrubi traveled to 


Madrid during the summer of 1980. George 
Cave, an expert on Iranian affairs at the CIA 
during the period of the hostage crisis, testified 
that it was his recollection that Mehdi Karrubi 
did not travel outside Iran for the first time 
until at least 1982, when, according to Cave’s 
recollection, Karrubi traveled to Lebanon to es- 
tablish a Martyrs Foundation there. Karrubi 
himself has denied the allegations that he par- 
ticipated in meetings in Madrid in 1980. In an 
interview in Iran with reporters Robert Parry 
and Robert Ross in early 1992, Karrubi stated 
that allegations of his involvement in any Octo- 
ber Surprise-related meetings in Europe are “a 
total lie. The amusing part is that I have never 
been to France or Spain. . . I have no knowl- 
edge of such a thing. I vehemently deny it, and 
I am certain it isn’t true. There is absolutely no 
proof in this, except a completely fabricated 
rumor which appears to be linked to American 
domestic politics. What difference would it 
make to us Iranians whether Carter or Reagan 
was in power? Firstly, I have no knowledge of 
it, and secondly, I deny everything.’’ 

The Task Force did not obtain any testimoni- 
al or documentary evidence to refute Karrubi’s 
denial. It did obtain circumstantial evidence, 
however, that Karrubi did not travel outside of 
Iran during the period of the alleged meetings 
in Madrid. The Foreign Broadcast Information 
Service (“FBIS’’), which monitors Iranian radio 
broadcasts for the U.S. Government, did not 
report any travel outside of Iran by Mehdi Kar- 
rubi during the period of July 22 through 
August 13, 1980.^^^ In contrast, the official Ira- 
nian media did report that Karrubi headed an 
Iranian parliamentary delegation to Lebanon 
and Syria in May 1985.^^^ 

Admiral Ahmed Madani provided the Task 
Force with information regarding Hassan Kar- 
rubi’s activities in 1980. Madani testified that 
he met with Hassan Karrubi in Hamburg, West 
Germany, in approximately October 1980.^^® 
He also testified that Hassan Karrubi’s visit had 
been arranged by Jamshid Hashemi, who 
brought Hassan to see Madani.®^’ At that time, 
according to Madani, Hassan Karrubi was prin- 
cipally engaged in business activities (possibly 
including arms dealing), and “was not engaged 
in politics.’’ At no time during Madani’s dis- 
cussions with Hassan Karrubi did Hassan indi- 
cate that he or Mehdi Karrubi had met with 


William Casey in Madrid during the prior July 
or August.®^® 

The Task Force obtained differing views on 
whether Mehdi Karrubi would likely have been 
assigned by Khomeini the task of a meeting 
with a representative of the Republican Party in 
1980. According to Sadegh Tabatabai, who was 
related by marriage to Khomeini and was a 
senior Iranian official at the time, Karrubi was 
well known in Iran as president of the Martyr’s 
Foundation, which was “one of the most fam- 
ous Iranian revolutionary institutions . . 
Karrubi was also a member of the Majlis (i.e., 
the Iranian parliament). 

Because of Karrubi’s public prominence, Ta- 
batabai testified, it would have been difficult 
for Karrubi to travel outside of Iran to attend 
the alleged meetings in Madrid without attract- 
ing attention within Iranian political circles. 
Indeed, Tabatabai stated that “I feel it would 
have been virtually impossible for Mehdi Kar- 
rubi to have done this, to participate in these 
meetings because of his office.” He added 
that “I would have had to learn of it, at least 
later.” Tabatabai testified that he did not learn 
of the allegations relating to meetings between 
Karrubi and Casey until he read about these al- 
legations years later in the press. 

Another view regarding the possibility of 
Mehdi Karrubi’s involvement in the alleged 
Madrid meetings was obtained from Hamid 
Naghashian. Naghashian testified that he pro- 
vided security for Ayatollah Khomeini in 1980 
and also performed logistics work for the Revo- 
lutionary Guards. After Iraq’s invasion of 
Iran in September 1980, Naghashian became 
Vice Minister of the Revolutionary Guards in 
charge of providing equipment and training for 
the volunteer army of Iran.^^^ 

Naghashian testified that he has known 
Mehdi Karrubi since prior to the Iranian revo- 
lution, and that he knows him well.^^® Referring 
to the Madrid allegations, Naghashian told the 
Task Force that Khomeini never would have 
sent Karrubi to undertake a complex diplomat- 
ic assignment such as meeting clandestinely 
with William Casey. He explained that Kar- 
rubi simply did not have the intellect for such 
an assignment, and that it would have been far 
more likely for Khomeini to send someone like 
Sadegh Tabatabai. Naghashian added that 
Karrubi’s position in charge of the Martyrs 
Foundation evidenced his limited abilities, ex- 


plaining that this position required a strong re- 
ligious commitment rather than intellectual 
acumen. 

Hushang Aryanpour offered yet another per- 
spective on Mehdi Karrubi. According to 
Aryanpour, Karrubi was “a powerful 
man ... a very close, reliable friend to . . . 
Ayatollah Khomeini.” In Aryanpour’s view, 
Khomeini would have entrusted a sensitive po- 
litical mission to Karrubi.®^' 

In contrast, Aryanpour testified that Mehdi 
Karrubi’s brother Hassan was “nobody . . . 
[j]ust a simple mullah who was a second, 
maybe a third-class priest at one of these 
mosques . . . He was the lowest possible rank 
among the religious people.” Moreover, 
Aryanpour noted, Hassan Karrubi in 1980 was 
“just a young 25, 27 years old. Nobody.” 
Aryanpour added that “after the revolution, 
where [Mehdi] came up as . . . one of the mem- 
bers of the revolutionary council, [Hassan] 
became powerful ...” Regarding the allega- 
tions that both Mehdi and Hassan Karrubi at- 
tended meetings in Madrid with Casey, howev- 
er, Aryanpour testified that there is “no way’’ 
that Khomeini would have entrusted Hassan 
Karrubi with such an assignment. 

b. Prosecution of the Hashemi Brothers 

Another basis for discounting Jamshid Ha- 
shemi’s allegations relates to the conduct of 
Jamshid and Cyrus Hashemi during their pros- 
ecution for illegal arms exports during the 
period of 1984-1985. At numerous junctures 
during the investigation into their exports of 
military equipment, and following their indict- 
ments in 1984, Cyrus and Jamshid had oppor- 
tunities to offer information to federal prosecu- 
tors concerning alleged contacts between the 
1980 Reagan campaign and the Iranian govern- 
ment in exchange for the government’s agree- 
ment not to indict or, later, to drop charges 
against them.^^® Both brothers, through their 
attorneys, tried to persuade prosecutors to 
drop charges, and Cyrus’s attorneys at one 
time issued a veiled threat to disclose informa- 
tion concerning CIA assistance to Admiral 
Madani if his prosecution went forward. Jam- 
shid, for his part, also wrote a letter to a senior 
State Department official in which he pointed 
to prior^assistance that he rendered to the U.S. 
Government. 



Both brothers eventually cooperated with 
U.S. Customs in a sting operation as part of a 
deal to have their charges dropped. At no time, 
however, did either brother mention anything 
to U.S. Government officials regarding contact 
in 1980 between the Reagan campaign and the 
Iranian government. 

Testimony by attorneys who represented 
Cyrus Hashemi in connection with his prosecu- 
tion is also probative as to whether the alleged 
contacts between the Reagan campaign and Ira- 
nian officials took place. William Wachtel, a 
New York attorney who served as Cyrus Hashe- 
mi’s principal criminal defense counsel from 
November 1981 until his death in July 1986, 
told the Task Force that he has no knowledge 
of any contact between Hashemi and William 
Casey. Wachtel also testified that, after being 
indicted in May 1984, Hashemi was desperate 
to have charges against him dropped so that he 
could safely return to the United States. In 
this regard, Wachtel surmised that if Cyrus Ha- 
shemi had possessed information which he 
could have used to blackmail the U.S. Govern- 
ment into dropping its prosecution of him, he 
would neither have withheld such information 
from his attorneys nor refrained from using 
this information to his advantage. 

Former U.S. Attorney General Elliot Richard- 
son was retained by William Wachtel to assist 
Wachtel in representing Cyrus Hashemi follow- 
ing a search of Hashemi’s New York office in 
November 1981.^^^ Richardson testified that 
Cyrus asked him to contact John Shaheen, a 
mutual friend of Casey and Cyrus, and ask 
Shaheen to use his contacts with Casey on 
behalf of Cyrus. On a parallel track, Richard- 
son contacted Casey (and other U.S. Govern- 
ment officials) directly.^®® 

Richardson testified that he has no knowl- 
edge of any meetings in Madrid in the summer 
of 1980 involving Casey and Iranian officials.^®’ 
Indeed, at no time did Cyrus indicate to Rich- 
ardson that Cyrus had prior contact with 
Casey. Conversely, at no time did Casey, in 
his conversations with Richardson, indicate that 
he had prior contact with Cyrus. Further, 
Cyrus never suggested to Richardson that Rich- 
ardson tell U.S. Government officials with 
whom he was in contact that going forward 
with Cyrus’s prosecution might result in the 
disclosure of embarrassing or sensitive infor- 
mation.^ Nor did Cyrus ever indicate to Rich- 


ardson that he should convey the notion to 
Casey that Cyrus possessed information about 
Casey that Casey should consider in respond- 
ing to Cyrus Hashemi’s request for leniency. 

c. Actual Testimony of Individuals Said 
To Corroborate Jamshid Hashemi 

Of the five individuals who reportedly 
provided independent confirmation of Jamshid 
Hashemi’s account of the Madrid meetings 
prior to the Task Force’s investigation, three 
(Ahmed Madani, Arif Durrani, and Heinrich 
Rupp) testified under oath that they have no 
knowledge of such meetings. For the reasons 
set forth below, the Task Force determined 
that the other two individuals (Richard Babayan 
and Ari Ben-Menashe) are not credible wit- 
nesses. 

(i) Ahmed Madani 

Ahmed Madani disavows any knowledge of 
the Madrid meetings, as illustrated by the fol- 
lowing excerpt from his deposition: 

COUNSEL: Do you have any specific 
knowledge of meetings in Spain in 
1980 between the Hashemi brothers, 
William Casey, and the Karrubi broth- 
ers? 

MADANI: I heard about that in the 
[Sick] book. I personally have no 
knowledge at all. 

COUNSEL: Prior to reading the 
book, had you ever heard about such 
meetings? 

MADANI: Not at all. No. 

COUNSEL: Did Cyrus ever tell you 
that such meetings had taken place? 

MADANI: Never. 

COUNSEL: Did Jamshid ever tell 
you that such meetings had taken 
place? 

MADANI: Never. 

♦ ♦ ♦ ♦ * 

COUNSEL: Prior to reading the 
book, had you, Admiral Madani, ever 
indicated or told anyone else that 
meetings between the Karrubis and 


the Hashemis and William Casey took 
place in Madrid in 1980? 

MADANI: No. 

* • ^ ^ 

COUNSEL: During the course of 
your discussions with Hassan Karrubi 
[in Germany in late 1980], did he ever 
mention to you at all that his brother 
or he had met with William Casey in 
Madrid in July and August of 1980? 

MADANI: No. 

COUNSEL: It never came up? 

MADANI: No. 

COUNSEL: He never mentioned it? 

MADANI: No. I never had heard 
that until it appeared in the press and 
it appeared in the book. I never heard 
about that at all. 

Further, Madani denied under oath that he 
told Gary Sick that he had knowledge about the 
alleged meetings in Madrid: 

COUNSEL: During your conversa- 
tion with [Gary Sick] prior to the pub- 
lication of the book, did you ever tell 
him that you had knowledge of meet- 
ings in Madrid as alleged by Jamshid 
Hashemi? 

MADANI: My answer was, that was a 
question of 50/50 ... I couldn’t deny, 

I couldn’t accept. 

COUNSEL: Did you tell him that 
you were aware that such meetings 
had taken place? 

MADANI: No. 

COUNSEL: Would such a statement 
be false? 

MADANI: That’s false. 

(ii) Arif Durrani 

Unlike Madani, Arif Durrani was publicly on 
record as alleging that he had knowledge about 
meetings in Madrid. As discussed above, Dur- 
rani previously had claimed to have learned 
from Iranian military officials about meetings in 
Spain between William Casey and Mehdi Kar- 
rubi. He recanted this position at his deposi- 
tion. 


Durrani testified that three Iranians associat- 
ed with the Revolutionary Guard told him 
about meetings between Cyrus Hashemi and 
Iranian officials in Madrid in the summer of 
1980: Mohsen Raflq Dost, Mohsen Rezai, and 
Rahim Malekzadeh.*®® According to Durrani’s 
three sources, Cyrus proposed a deal at these 
meetings whereby the United States would 
return to Iran its frozen financial assets as well 
as military equipment that the Shah’s govern- 
ment had purchased.*®^ But none of these three 
officials has ever told Durrani that he was 
present at any of these meetings with Cyrus in 
Madrid, and none of them ever told Durrani 
the identity of any Iranians present at the meet- 
ings with Cyrus.®®® Moreover, none of the three 
Iranians ever told Durrani that (I) Cyrus Ha- 
shemi met in Madrid in 1980 with William 
Casey or Mehdi Karrubi; (2) that Casey and 
Karrubi met in Madrid in the summer of 1980; 
or (3) that Jamshid Hashemi was at any of the 
meetings with Cyrus in Madrid in the summer 
of 1980.®®® 

Furthermore, Durrani denied telling Robert 
Parry that he had knowledge of meetings in 
Madrid, and he denied discussing with Naqa- 
shan the subject of meetings in Madrid in the 
summer of 1980.®^® Durrani also denied telling 
Robert Parry and Robert Ross that he had 
learned from the above-mentioned Revolution- 
ary Guard sources about contacts between the 
Reagan campaign and the Iranian govern- 
ment.®^^ He specifically denied telling Parry 
and Ross that Naqashan was one of his sources 
on the Madrid meetings.®^® When confronted 
with his on-camera statements to “Frontline,” 
in which he claimed knowledge of a Casey-Kar- 
rubi meeting in Spain, Durrani initially claimed 
that his statements had been taken out of con- 
text.®^® Similarly, he denied ever telling anyone 
that Cyrus arranged meetings between Casey 
and Mehdi Karrubi in Europe, asserting that 
Gary Sick’s reporting to the contrary is “incor- 
rect.” ®’^ 

(Hi) Heinrich Rupp 

Rupp’s testimony under oath was at odds 
with the knowledge previously attributed to 
him regarding meetings in Madrid. As men- 
tioned above, Rupp had told journalists Robert 
Ross and Robert Parry that he had been in- 
volved in flights to Spain in the summer of 



1980, “two of which were to Madrid for secret 
contacts between Casey and the Iranians.” 
The manner in which these allegations were re- 
ported strongly suggested that Rupp flew 
Casey to Madrid in 1980 for meetings with Ira- 
nians. 

At his deposition, Task Force counsel con- 
fronted Rupp with the allegations regarding his 
involvement in flights to Spain in 1980. Rupp’s 
initial response was evasive.^’® Later, the fol- 
lowing exchange between Rupp and counsel 
occurred: 

COUNSEL: Sitting here today, sir, 
do you have any knowledge that Bill 
Casey went to Spain in 1980? 

RUPP: I think so. 

COUNSEL: What is the basis for 
that knowledge, sir? 

RUPP: I have a departure, deadhead 
departure out of Spain, two of them, 
which I definitely brought people in, 
some high-level Middle East meetings 
were scheduled because the British 
pilot came out of the Middle East with 
those people who he told me that is 
meeting some VIP Americans and nice 
things are going to happen. Those are 
pilots’ ramp conversations. 

COUNSEL: Sitting here today, do 
you have any specific knowledge . . . 
that Bill Casey was a passenger on a . . . 
plane that you piloted to Spain in 
1980. 

RUPP: I would say no.^^^ 

Rupp also made certain bizarre claims which 
expose his lack of credibility. For example, 
Rupp claimed that the late William Buckley, 
who was kidnapped in Beirut and subsequently 
murdered, “was my station chief” Rupp tes- 
tified that he had worked for Buckley “in 
Tehran as well as in Beirut,” and that he had 
received instructions from Buckley’s offices in 
Tehran and Beirut.^’® Similarly, Rupp claimed 
that he first met William Casey in Germany 
(luring the Berlin airlift in 1948.^®® According 
to Rupp, Casey was dressed at the time as a 
U.S. Air Force officer and was part of a crew 
for one of the aircraft involved in the airlift. 
These claims are preposterous and contrary to 
the documentary evidence. 


(w) Ari Ben- Menas he 

Credible testimonial and documentary evi- 
dence show Ben-Menashe to be totally lacking 
in credibility regarding his allegations about 
meetings in Spain in 1980 between William 
Casey and Mehdi Karrubi. Rafi Eitan, who al- 
legedly confirmed to Ben-Menashe reports of 
such meetings, has informed the Government 
of Israel that he does not know Ben-Menashe 
and has never met him.^®^ Yehoshua Saguy, in 
whose presence Eitan allegedly confirmed these 
reports for Ben-Menashe, has also told the 
Government of Israel that he has never met 
Ben-Menashe.®®® Saguy also has denied any 
knowledge of meetings in Spain between Casey 
and Karrubi.®®^ 

Numerous inconsistencies in Ben-Menashe’s 
testimony buttress the Task Force’s finding that 
his allegations are untruthful. For example, the 
Task Force has investigated Ben-Menashe’s 
claims about his own background and his pur- 
ported participation in alleged Israeli intelli- 
gence operations involving Iran and the United 
States. Aside from early biographical details, 
virtually everything Ben-Menashe told the Task 
Force has been found to be false. 

The file on Ben-Menashe maintained by Is- 
raeli Military Intelligence revealed the follow- 
ing: 

— Ben-Menashe failed the prepatory training 
portion of the officer’s course, a fact which 
he omitted from his testimony to the Task 
Force.®®® 

— Although he was subsequently assigned to 
a signals intelligence unit, Ben-Menashe’s 
job was to translate Persian into Hebrew — 
not, as he claimed, to de-code Iranians 
messages.®®® 

— Contrary to his testimony, Ben-Menashe 
was never ordered to serve in Italy or any- 
where else abroad. Nor was he ever court- 
martialed or imprisoned.®®’ 

Ben-Menashe’s military records and inter- 
views with his superiors confirmed that he 
worked for the External Relations Department 
of Israeli Military Intelligence between 
1977-1987. The evidence, however, shows that 
he worked the entire time as a translator of ma- 
terials of relative insignificance and low levels 
of classification.®®® For seven of the ten years, 



Ben-Menashc’s position in the External Rela- 
tions Department was listed as a translator in 
his annual military efficiency reports.^®® For the 
other three years, Ben-Menashe was listed as a 
“staff officer in the means of armaments [war] 
unit’* of the External Relations Department. 
The job description of his job duties, however, 
shows that he served as only a translator. Inter- 
views with Ben-Menashe’s superiors and his 
military records also show that he was listed as 
working in the “means of armament [war] unit*’ 
purely for bureaucratic reasons pertaining to 
available slots and pay: in the underfunded Ex- 
ternal Relations Department.®®^ 

Contrary to Ben-Menashe’s claims, his 
records also reveal that he had no responsibil- 
ities involving contacts with the CIA or the in- 
telligence service of any other country.®®® Nor 
did his job involve or require any travel 
abroad. In particular, Ben-Menashe was never 
sent to Iran. In fact, his job did not entail any 
responsibility concerning Iran. Rather, his work 
consisted of translating documents and materi- 
als from Hebrew to English.®®® 

The evidence obtained by the Task Force re- 
garding foreign travel taken by Ben-Menashe 
further contradicts his allegations. Ben-Men- 
ashe’s military record show that he took many 
personal trips between 1977 through 1987.®®^ 
Many of these trips according to Israeli military 
and customs documents, were for family and 
medical reasons. Moreover, according to Israeli 
Defense Force records in Ben-Menashe’s own 
handwriting, Ben-Menashe never listed Iran as 
a country that he visited throughout his ten- 
year period with Israeli Military Intelligence.®®® 
Ben-Menashe’s penchant for taking an exces- 
sive amount of personal leave eventually 
prompted disciplinary action. According to 
Ben-Menashe’s military file, in 1987 Ben-Men- 
ashe was rebuked by his superior. Dr. Aryeh 
Shur, for taking too much time off abroad on 
personal leave and for being absent so often 
from work. In a letter by Shur dated July 23, 
1987, Shur said that he had met with Ben-Men- 
ashe that day, warned him that he had taken 
too much personal leave, and told him that in 
the future he would not be allowed to do so.®®® 
On the same day, Ben-Menashe wrote a letter 
to his superiors in the External Relations De- 
partment stating that he wished to leave the 
Army and asking for their help in finding new 
work.®®® 


Subsequently, Ben-Menashe’s relations with 
his superiors apparently further deteriorated. 
According to a document in Ben-Menashe’s 
military file dated September 9, 1987, Ben- 
Menashe complained before the union of civil- 
ian employees in the Israeli defense Forces that 
he had served for ten years as a translator with- 
out ever receiving a significant promotion.®®® 
On September 15, 1987, Ben-Menashe re- 
signed from the Israeli Defense Forces.®®® 

Testimony from former Israeli military and 
intelligence officials further undermines Ben- 
Menashe’s credibility. Israeli authorities inter- 
viewed David Kimche, General Yehoshua 
Saguy, Rafi Eitan, Samuel Moriah, Meir Meir, 
and General Yitzhak Segev (chief Israeli mili- 
tary attache to Iran until 1980). According to 
their statements, none of the aforementioned 
individuals ever met, knew or heard of Ben- 
Menashe until he began making his allegations 
in the American media in 1991.^ None of 
these individuals has any knowledge of any al- 
leged October Surprise agreement, or any al- 
leged meetings involving the United States, 
Israel and Iran related to arms. 

Similarly, Yitzah Hofi, who served as head of 
Mossad during 1980-1982, told Israeli authori- 
ties that he does not know Ben-Menashe, that 
he has never met him, and that Ben-Menashe 
was never assigned to any mission by 
Mossad. 

The Task Force found no evidence to cor- 
roborate Ben-Menashe’s allegations regarding 
Mehdi Kashsni’s contacts with the Israeli gov- 
ernment. Contrary to Ben-Menashe’s allegation 
that Kashani personally informed Saguy about 
meetings in Spain between William Casey and 
Mehdi Karrubi, Saguy told Israeli authorities 
that he does not know Kashani and has never 
met him.^® Israeli military and intelligence 
records contain no evidence of a relationship 
between Ben-Menashe and someone by the 
name of Kashani.^ 

The Task Force found also no evidence to 
substantiate Ben-Menashe’s allegations regard- 
ing a trip to Iran by Robert McFarlane and Earl 
Brian. Conversely, there is substantial credible 
evidence to refute these allegations. Earl Brian 
gave credible sworn testimony before the 
Senate in which he denied these allegations.^ 
In addition, information obtained by the Task 
Force from the U.S. Department of State’s 
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Office of Passports established that Brian did 
not even possess a passport for most of 
1980 .^®* 

The chronology of Ben-Menashe’s allega- 
tions about contacts between the 1980 Reagan 
campaign and representatives of the Iranian 
government provides additional grounds for 
impeaching his credibility. On November 3, 
1989, Ben-Menashe was arrested with two 
Americans in a U.S. Customs sting operation 
on charges of conspiring to illegally export 
C-130 transport planes. He was released from 
jail in November 1990 after being found not 
guilty. In the fall of 1990, Ben-Menashe began 
giving interviews to journalists and writers in- 
cluding Robert Parry of PBS, Martin Kilian of 
Der Spiegel, and Gary Sick. In those interviews, 
Ben-Menashe began asserting his knowledge 
and participation in the October Surprise con- 
spiracy. 

In his initial interviews, Ben-Menashe did not 
profess to have any knowledge of meetings in 
Madrid in 1980. Rather, he claimed to have 
knowledge only of meetings in Paris in October 
1980. According to personal notes of Richard 
Brenneke, dated November 1990, Ben-Menashe 
told Martin Kilian that “he [Ben-Menashe] says 
he was in Paris in October 1980 and I [Bren- 
neke] probably was too.” Kilian immediately re- 
layed the contents of his conversation to Bren- 
neke.^ 

According to Brenneke’s diaries and personal 
records, Kilian spoke to Brenneke and Sick on 
a regular basis, relaying to them bits and pieces 
of conversations with other people who claimed 
to be part of the October Surprise conspiracy. 

Kilian*s first contact with Ben-Menashe, ac- 
cording to Brenneke’s personal records, was in 
1989 when Kilian found Ben-Menashe in Chile. 

Privy to what everyone else was saying about 
the October Surprise, Ben-Menashe began 
making new claims about his personal involve- 
ment and knowledge of the October Surprise 
conspiracy. After first alleging that he was in 
Paris with Casey in October 1980, Ben-Men- 
ashe began asserting that he — rather than Hou- 
shang Lavi — was involved in the meeting with 
Richard Allen, Laurence Silberman and Robert 
McFarlane at the L’Enfant Plaza Hotel in Wash- 
ington.^^ Only after being asked about the al- 
leged meetings in Madrid by Robert Parry and 
Gary Sick, who had been told about the meet- 
ings by Jamshid Hashemi, did Ben-Menashe 


begin to claim that he also knew about those 
meetings. 

(v) Richard Babayan 

The Task Force determined that Richard Ba- 
bayan is not a credible witness. First, with re- 
spect to his allegations about meetings in 
Madrid, no one other than Babayan has ever 
mentioned the name “Mohsen Baranriz” in 
connection with the alleged meetings. Babayan 
also refused to provide the Task Force with 
corroborating information which he claimed he 
possessed, such as the names of other Iranians 
who attended the meetings in Madrid.^®® In the 
same vein, Babayan claimed to have knowledge 
of subsequent meetings in Zurich between 
Americans and Iranians, and refused to identify 
his sources of information for these alleged 
meetings.^® In addition, while such fundamen- 
tal information as where in Madrid the alleged 
meetings took place. Finally, Babayan's testi- 
mony regarding Casey's presence at meetings 
in Madrid has been discredited by strong evi- 
dence that Casey was in the United States 
during these time periods. 

Second, Babayan's credibility is further un- 
dermined by additional claims that he made to 
the Task Force. For example, he claimed to 
have been associated with a CIA “front compa- 
ny'' in Switzerland by the name of “Diwan”, 
operated by an alleged CIA asset by name of 
“M.K. Mos'*.^^^ The Task Force has determined 
that neither Babayan nor “M.K. Moss'' has ever 
worked for the CIA, either directly or indirect- 

ly- 

Another story told by Babayan is even more 
illustrative. Babayan testified that he did not 
know who William Casey was at the time Bar- 
anriz mentioned Casey to him in Paris, and that 
only when he was subsequently shown a large 
photograph of Casey by his “CIA contact*' in 
Switzerland, “M.K. Moss”, did he recognize 
Casey. Upon seeing the this photograph, Ba- 
bayan further testified, he remembered that he 
had seen Casey in Paris several weeks earlier in 
June taking a walk with Albert Jolis.^^® As to 
this allegation, the Task Force believes that Ba- 
bayan is simply trying to “bootstrap” upon 
published reports of a trip that Casey, Jolis, 
and Richard Allen made to France and England 
in early July 1980.^^* 


Third, the Task Force has received reliable 
information from law enforcement agencies 
that Babayan has an extensive criminal record, 
including a history of engaging in criminally 
fraudulent behavior. 

d. Jamshid Hashemi’s Lack of 
Credibility 

The Task Force has determined that Jamshid 
Hashemi’s allegations regarding meetings in 
Madrid in the summer of 1980 are fabrications. 
Jamshid has no documentary evidence to sub- 
stantiate his allegations, such as a passport, dia- 
ries, calendars or receipts. 

Even assuming that the Plaza Hotel records 
constitute credible circumstantial evidence that 
Jamshid was in Madrid during the dates shown 
on those records, the Task Force believes that 
Jamshid testified falsely regarding his reason 
for being in Madrid. Jamshid testified that the 
meetings between Casey and Karrubi were the 
sole purpose of his visit to Madrid. In the 
course of its investigation, the Task Force has 
obtained access to credible documentary and 
testimonial evidence which tends to prove that 
Jamshid went to Madrid for an entirely differ- 
ent purpose. 

Islam Kazemieh, an Iranian national now 
living in Paris, worked in Paris in 1980 for an 
organization whose aim was to unify the vari- 
ous anti-Khomeini exile groups. Kazemieh 
gave credible testimony to the Task Force that 
Jamshid Hashemi asked him during the 
summer of 1980 to arrange for members of Ka- 
zemieh’s organization to travel to Madrid with 
Jamshid to meet with representatives of the 
Iraqi government. Kazemieh testified that 
Jamshid was seeking to use the names of 
former Iranian Prime Minister Ali Amini, a 
prominent member of Kazemieh’s group — and 
Admiral Ahmed Madani — who by that time had 
gone into in hiding in Iran — in order to im- 
press the Iraqis and extract money from the 
Iraqi government to support an overthrow of 
the Khomeini regime. 

Kazemieh’s testimony is corroborated by 
Houshang Aryanpour, a former Iranian Admi- 
ral who worked closely with Madani in 1980.^^^ 
Aryanpour testified that Jamshid Hashemi vis- 
ited Madani at least twice in West Germany 
during a six-month period in late 1980 and 
early 1981 when Aryanpour resided there. 
After a visit by Jamshid to Germany in early 


October 1980, Madani told Aryanpour that 
Jamshid had suggested to Madani, that he 
travel to Iraq and meet with Saddam Hus- 
sein. According to what Madani told Aryan- 
pour, Jamshid also told Madani that Saddam 
Hussein was prepared to give extensive assist- 
ance to Madani. 

Aryanpour also testified that on another oc- 
casion, an Iranian colonel by the name of Bani 
Ahmadi came to Germany with Parviz Ansari, 
another Iranian military official, and met with 
both Aryanpour and Madani. According to 
Aryanpour, Ahmadi discussed Iraqi financial as- 
sistance to Shahpour Bakhtiar and said that he 
had met Jamshid Hashemi in Baghdad. 

Kazemieh’s testimony is also corroborated by 
contemporaneous intelligence information ob- 
tained by the U.S. Government which indicates 
that Jamshid was traveling to Madrid in early 
August 1980 to meet with Iraqi officials. 

The FBI’s electronic surveillance of Cyrus 
Hashemi provides further corroboration of the 
testimony from Kazemieh and Aryanpour. On 
November 14, 1980, Cyrus Hashemi received a 
telephone call from Aryanpour. During this 
conversation, Aryanpour told Cyrus that he 
wanted to discuss “some things’’ that Jamshid 
was doing “that are harmful to the country’’ 
[i.e., Iran] and “harmful to Madani.’’ Aryan- 
pour proceeded to tell Cyrus that he has heard 
that Jamshid “has written a letter to Iraqi 
leader Saddam Hussein under Madani’s signa- 
ture.’’ ^28 

The Task Force also believes that Jamshid 
gave false testimony regarding the meeting in 
Madrid, on July 2, 1980, between Stanley Pot- 
tinger and Reza Passindideh. At his deposition, 
Jamshid claimed that he was in Madrid at the 
time of the Pottinger meeting. He did not 
claim to have participated in the meetings, but 
he did say that he “kept close to Mr. Reza Pas- 
sendideh’’ and that he met with Passindideh 
during the time that Passindideh was in 
Madrid. Jamshid also testified that he saw 
Cyrus while the latter was in Madrid for this 
meeting. Jamshid’s claims are inconsistent 
with credible testimony from Stanley Pottinger 
and Mahmoud (Max) Moini-Eraghi, who accom- 
panied Cyrus Hashemi and Passindideh to the 
meeting. 

Moini-Eraghi testified that Jamshid was furi- 
ous at him after he returned from Madrid to 
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the United States and Jamshid discovered that 
the meeting had taken place without him.^* 
Competition between Jamshid and Cyrus Ha- 
shemi also underlay Jamshid’s anger. According 
to Moini-Eraghi, Jamshid had wanted to be the 
[>erson to go to Madrid, establish “a bridge” 
with the U.S. government, and receive the 
credit for bringing Passindedeh to a meeting 
with U.S. officials.^* The fact that Cyrus re- 
ceived the credit instead enraged Jamshid. As 
for whether Jamshid was in Madrid at the time 
of the meeting, Moini-Eraghi testified that he 
had no knowledge of Jamshid’s presence in 
Madrid and that Jamshid gave him the impres- 
sion that he had not been in Madrid at all when 
the meeting took place. At no time after the 
meeting did Jamshid ever tell Moini-Eraghi that 
he had been in Madrid at the time of the meet- 
ing with Passindideh.^ 

Stanley Pottinger testified that the only 
people he knows to have been in Madrid at the 
time of the Passindideh meeting, other than 
himself, were Cyrus Hashemi, Passindideh, and 
Moini-Eraghi.^^ Pottinger also told the Task 
Force that he had no contemporaneous knowl- 
edge — nor has he since become aware — that 
Jamshid Hashemi was also in Madrid when the 
meeting took place. 

Jamshid’s credibility regarding his claim to 
have been in Madrid when the Passindideh 
meeting occurred is further impeached by a de- 
tailed chronology prepared by Pottinger in 
early 1984 in connection with the pending 
criminal indictment of Cyrus Hashemi.^® 

The chronology pertains to events in 1979 
and 1980 concerning the Iran hostage crisis 
and, according to a cover memorandum, was 
prepared from “contemporaneous notes, recol- 
lections, and interviews with Cyrus Ha- 
shemi.” ^The chronology contains a four and 
one-half page discussion of the Passindideh 
meeting, in which there is no mention of Jam- 
shid’s presence in Madrid.^' 

Third, Jamshid has been inconsistent in his 
advancement of the Madrid allegations. Martin 
Kilian, a German journalist then with Der Spiegel 
who has worked extensively on the “October 
Surprise” story, told the Task Force that he 
interviewed Jamshid in London in May 1989 re- 
garding allegations of contacts between the 
1980 Reagan campaign and the Iranian govern- 
ment.^* Kilian also provided the Task Force 
with copies of notes that he made contempora- 


neously during his interview of Jamshid. Ac- 
cording to Kilian — and to Kilian’s notes — at no 
time did Jamshid mention anything about meet- 
ings in Madrid.^ Rather, Jamshid focused 
during the interview on alleged meetings in 
Paris during the fall of 1980 — a subject of 
which he denied any knowledge during his dep- 
osition by the Task Force. ^ Further, Jamshid 
denied that he knows Kilian and denied that he 
has ever had any contact with him.^^ 

Fourth, Jamshid has made several inconsist- 
ent statements regarding the Madrid meetings. 
Among these inconsistencies are the following: 

— Duration of the Meetings. At his first informal 
interview by the Task Force on April 7, 
1992, Jamshid said that there were two 
meetings, each of which spanned two or 
three days. The discussion of the Madrid 
meetings by Gary Sick and by ABC News 
Nightline — both of which are based solely 
on interviews with Jamshid — also indicates 
that the meetings each took place over a 
two-day period. At his deposition, Jam- 
shid initially testified that the first meeting 
did not continue over into a second day.^^ 
Then he expressed uncertainty, claiming 
that one of the meetings in Madrid was a 
one-day affair, the other was a two-day 
affair, and he could not recall which was 
which. 

— Arms for Hostages. In the “Frontline” broad- 
cast of April 16, 1991, Jamshid is quoted 
as follows regarding what happened at the 
first Madrid meeting in late July 1980: 
“Casey said the Iranians should hold the 
hostages until after the election . . . and 
the new Reagan administration would feel 
favorably towards Iran, releasing military 
equipment and the frozen Iranian 
assets.” *^® At his deposition, Jamshid 
denied the statement, calling the attribu- 
tion “[a]bsolute rubbish.” ^ 

— When Jamshid Asked Karrubi to Come to 
Madrid Jamshid told ABC News that the 
meeting with Mehdi Karrubi in Madrid was 
approved in April 1980.^^ But he testified 
at his deposition that he did not contact 
Karrubi to ask him to come to Madrid until 
after the Pottinger-Passindideh meeting in 
Madrid in early July 1980.^* 


Finally, the Task Force has obtained a sub- 
stantial amount of credible testimony, and re- 
viewed extensive credible documentary evi- 
dence (including intelligence information and 
analyses), which establish that Jamshid Ha- 
shemi has a reputation for untruthfulness and a 
long history of perpetrating fabrications and 
engaging in fraudulent behavior. In fact, in 
spite of the range of individuals questioned 
about these events, the one area of unanimity is 
Jamshid’s lack of trustworthiness. 

Jamshid’s contacts with U.S. Government of- 
ficials in 1979-1981 concerning Admiral 
Ahmed Madani provides a basic illustration of 
his lack of credibility.^®^ In December 1979 and 
January 1980, when the U.S. Government was 
seeking channels of communication to moder- 
ates in the revolutionary Iranian government, 
Jamshid — then using the name Mohammed Ali 
Balanian — repeatedly represented himself to of- 
ficials of the State Department and CIA as the 
official representative of Madani.^®® In late Jan- 
uary 1980, Jamshid provided U.S. officials with 
a letter for President Carter purportedly writ- 
ten by Madani, which, according to Jamshid, 
had been delivered to him from Iran and de- 
coded by an Iranian Navy captain serving as a 
special courier.^®® The letter contained a re- 
quest, allegedly from Madani, for U.S. govern- 
ment backing for a military coup in Iran.^®^ 

Approximately three weeks later, Jamshid 
traveled to the United States carrying another 
letter purportedly from Madani.^®® In this 
letter, which was intended for Secretary of 
State Cyrus Vance, “Madani” expressed dis- 
trust for Cyrus Hashemi and asserted that 
Cyrus should be cut out of the U.S. Govern- 
ment’s communication with Madani.^®® 

At or around this time, CIA officials discov- 
ered that “Mohammed Ali Balanian” was actu- 
ally Jamshid Hashemi, about whom the Agency 
had issued warnings many years earlier regard- 
ing his veracity.^®® Consequently, Agency offi- 
cials confronted Jamshid with the information 
concerning his background and asked him to 
submit to a polygraph examination.^®^ Jamshid 
refused, became belligerent, and the Agency 
from that point forward looked for ways to end 
its reliance on Jamshid to communicate with 
Madani. ^®^ 

Information subsequently received by CIA 
officials confirmed their suspicions about Jam- 
shid’s truthfulness. In late February 1980, 


Agency officials learned that the person who 
supposedly acted as the “courier” for the let- 
ters which Jamshid had said were from Madani 
knew nothing about the letters, was not part of 
any courier system, and had not de-coded any 
messages from Madani.^®® Further, both Madani 
and Houshang Aryanpour, his trusted aide, tes- 
tified that Jamshid did not have authority to act 
as Madani’s representative to the U.S. Govern- 
ment.^®^ 

In December 1980, Jamshid again ap- 
proached CIA officials claiming to act as Ma- 
dani’s authorized representative.^®® He specifi- 
cally told Agency officials that he was contact- 
ing them with Madani’s approval, and that he 
wanted Madani to come to the United States to 
meet with William Casey, the newly designated 
CIA Director, and with the President-elect Rea- 
gan’s designated White House Chief-of-Staff, 
James Baker. ^®® Jamshid also told CIA officials 
that they should stop dealing with Aryanpour 
and should rely only on him as an intermediary 
for communications with Madani.^®’ In late Jan- 
uary 1981, however, Madani told CIA officials 
that he had not known about, or authorized, 
Jamshid’s approach in late December 1980, and 
that he had told Jamshid to “stop interfering” 
in Madani’s affairs.^®® He stressed that Jamshid 
had absolutely no authority to speak on his 
behalf.^®® Madani added that only Aryanpour 
and two other trusted aides were to be consid- 
ered his authorized agents in dealing with the 
Agency. 

4 . Conclusions 

The Task Force has concluded that there is 
no credible evidence to support Jamshid Ha- 
shemi’s allegations regarding meetings in 
Madrid in the summer of 1980. The only af- 
firmative evidence supporting these allegations 
are records from the Plaza Hotel in Madrid and 
testimony from Ari Ben-Menashe and Richard 
Babayan. 

The hotel records, at best, indicate only that 
Jamshid Hashemi may have been in Madrid at 
the time of the alleged meetings. They have no 
probative value regarding the alleged presence 
in Madrid of William Casey and Donald 
Gregg. Nor do they have any probative value 
with respect to whether the alleged meetings 
took place. 
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As alleged, these meetings could not have 
taken place without the simultaneous presence 
in Madrid of William Casey, Cyrus Hashemi, 
and Donald Gregg. There is no credible evi- 
dence of any kind to support this proposition. 

— ^The only evidence that William Casey trav- 
eled abroad during the relevant time 
period is evidence regarding Casey’s at- 
tendance at the London conference on the 
Second World War in late July 1980. The 
evidence strongly indicates that Casey de- 
parted the United States on July 27, ar- 
rived in London on July 28, and departed 
London for the United States on July 29. 
There is direct evidence that Casey was 
back in the United States by July 30. There 
is also credible testimonial and documenta- 
ry evidence that Casey was in the United 
States during the two-day period of July 
25-26, and that he therefore could not 
have gone to Madrid prior to the opening 
of the London conference. 

— There is strong circumstantial evidence 
that Cyrus Hashemi was in the United 
States during the period of July 26-28. 

— Similarly, Donald Gregg and Margaret 
Gregg provided credible testimonial and 
documentary evidence that Donald Gregg 
was in the United States during the rele- 
vant time period. 

Thus, substantial credible evidence demon- 
strates that William Casey, Cyrus Hashemi, and 
Donald Gregg were all in the United States at 
the very time they are alleged to have been 
meeting in Madrid. 

The inability of the Task Force to establish 
Casey’s whereabouts on Saturday, August 9 
and the weekend of August 16-17 has no pro- 
bative value regarding the allegations of meet- 
ings in Madrid. There is no credible evidence 
that Casey was abroad on these dates, or that 
he traveled to Europe again in 1980 after the 
two trips in early and late July. The absence of 
data in Casey’s calendars for certain weekends, 
particularly summer weekends, is, in the experi- 
ence of the Task Force, common among busy 
professionals. Further, Casey’s attendance at 
meetings in Madrid on these dates would make 
sense in the context of the allegations only if 
such meetings were the alleged follow-up meet- 
ings to the first round of alleged meetings in 


Madrid. Given the Task Force’s conclusion that 
there is no credible evidence that the first 
round of meetings took place, there is no credi- 
ble basis to believe that follow-up meetings oc- 
curred. 

In addition to the evidence regarding the 
whereabouts of alleged key participants, the 
Task Force has concluded that Jamshid Ha- 
shemi is simply not a credible witness. 

— Jamshid could not provide the Task Force 
with any evidence to corroborate his alle- 
gations. 

— The Task Force obtained credible testimo- 
nial and documentary evidence indicating 
that Jamshid was in Madrid during the 
summer of 1980 for purposes other than 
what he has alleged. 

— During an interview with a journalist in 
May 1989, Jamshid omitted any reference 
to meetings in Madrid, focusing instead on 
alleged meetings in Paris in late 1980. 

— ^There are material inconsistencies in Jam- 
shid’s story regarding the duration of each 
set of meetings in Madrid, the allegation 
that Casey sought to delay the release of 
the hostages, and the time at which he al- 
legedly asked Mehdi Karrubi to attend 
meetings in Madrid. 

— After his indictment in mid- 1984, at no 
time did Jamshid mention the Madrid alle- 
gations to U.S. law enforcement officials — 
or to his own attorneys — despite making 
other efforts to bargain for leniency. 

— Jamshid gave false testimony to the Task 
Force regarding his presence in Madrid in 
early July 1980 when Stanley Pottinger, 
Cyrus Hashemi, and Mahmoud Moini- 
Eraghi met with the Iranian envoy Reza 
Passindideh. 

— Scores of unguarded recorded conversa- 
tions in late 1980 and early 1981 between 
Jamshid and Cyrus Hashemi — the sup- 
posed coordinators of the Madrid meet- 
ings — do not contain a single indication 
that such meetings took place. 

— U.S. Government records contain volumi- 
nous credible evidence that Jamshid Ha- 
shemi has a history of fraud and fabrica- 
tion, and testimony from witnesses who 



have known Jamshid further established 
that he has a reputation for dishonesty and 
untruthfulness. 

Nor is there any testimonial evidence to lend 
credence to Jamshid’s allegations. Of the five 
individuals who reportedly corroborate Jam- 
shid’s story about the Madrid meetings, three — 
Ahmed Madani, Arif Durrani, and Heinrich 
Rupp — testified under oath that they have no 
knowledge of such meetings. The other two — 
Ari Ben-Menashe and Richard Babayan — are 
not credible witnesses. 

Two additional findings by the Task Force 
also tend to negate the possibility that the al- 
leged meetings in Madrid took place. First, 
there is no credible evidence that Cyrus Ha- 
shemi had direct contact with William Casey in 
1980."*’^ Second, there is no documentary evi- 
dence in U.S. Government files to corroborate 
these allegations, and numerous former U.S. 
Government officials who served in positions of 
sensitivity in the intelligence and foreign policy 
fields in 1980 have given credible testimony 
that they have no knowledge of the alleged 
meetings. 

C. March 1980 Meeting at 
Mayflower Hotel 


1. The Allegations 

Jamshid Hashemi’s initial contact with Wil- 
liam Casey allegedly occurred in early 1980 in 
Washington, D.C. According to the version of 
this event that Jamshid provided Gary Sick, 
Jamshid visited Washington in March 1980 for 
meetings with his “intelligence contact in the 
U.S. Government.” While in his room at the 
Mayflower Hotel, Jamshid received a knock at 
the door. According to the original allegations, 
he opened the door to find two men standing 
in the corridor. One of the men introduced 
himself to Jamshid as Roy Furmark.^’^ The 
other man said he was William Casey. 

Casey allegedly said that he was aware of 
Jamshid’s contacts in Iran and wanted to dis- 
cuss the American hostages in Iran.^’® While 
Furmark waited outside in the corridor, Jam- 
shid telephoned Cyrus Hashemi in New 
York.^’’ According to the allegations, Cyrus 
told Jamshid that Casey was an important 
figure in Republican politics, and that contact 


with Casey could prove worthwhile.'*’* Casey 
and Cyrus Hashemi subsequently spoke to each 
other on the telephone for several minutes, 
agreeing to meet in New York. Casey then 
thanked Jamshid and left abruptly. The entire 
encounter, according to the original allega- 
tions, lasted about twelve minutes.^’* 

Subsequently, Jamshid allegedly reported his 
encounter with Casey to his “intelligence con- 
tact”, whom he identified to Gary Sick as 
Charles Cogan, then a senior official in the 
Near East Division of the CIA’s Directorate of 
Operations.^*® According to Sick’s contempora- 
neous notes from his conversations with Jam- 
shid, Jamshid told Sick that Cogan told Jamshid 
to “disregard the meeting” and not to meet 
with Casey again. ^*^ 

2. Evidence Tending To Disprove 
the Allegations 

The Task Force has concluded that there is 
no credible evidence to support these allega- 
tions. Jamshid Hashemi — the only source of 
this story — has never provided any evidence to 
substantiate these allegations. Nor has the Task 
Force found any corroborating evidence of any 
kind.**^ Conversely, the Task Force has ob- 
tained credible documentary and testimonial 
evidence which is inconsistent with Jamshid’s 
allegations. In addition, Jamshid’s accounts of 
the incident to different parties are riddled with 
major inconsistencies. 

Roy Furmark, the only living person other 
than Jamshid alleged to be a witness to the 
event, gave credible testimony in which he to- 
tally denied Jamshid’s allegations.^** Furmark 
testified that he did not meet Jamshid until ap- 
proximately 1987.^*^ He also provided the Task 
Force with a copy of his appointment calendar 
for 1980. Based on this calendar, Furmark testi- 
fied that the only time he traveled to Washing- 
ton in 1980 was a brief business trip which oc- 
curred on May 31, 1980.^** He did not go to 
the Mayflower Hotel during this visit, and he 
has never been there with William Casey.'**® 
Nor did he recall ever accompanying William 
Casey to any hotel in Washington, D.C. for any 
purpose.^*’ Charles Cogan also testified under 
oath that there is no truth to Jamshid’s allega- 
tions as they relate to him.^** 

At his deposition, Jamshid testified that 
Casey visited him in a hotel in Washington, 
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D C. in 1980. In contrast to his prior accounts 
of the story, however, Jamshid testified that 
Casey was alone when he came to Jamshid’s 
hotel room.^®® He also denied telling Gary Sick 
previously that Casey was accompanied by Roy 
Furmark.^®® Further, Jamshid testified that the 
visit by Casey to his hotel room took place after 
ihc meeting in Madrid involving Stanley Pot- 
tinger and Reza Passandideh, which occurred 
in early July 1980.^®' 

Jamshid^s testimony before the Senate For- 
eign Relations Committee also revealed materi- 
al inconsistencies in his story. During that testi- 
mony, Jamshid said that he could not remem- 
ber the name of the hotel in Washington where 
the alleged visit by Casey took place. ^®^ He also 
told the Senate committee that the entire visit 
by Casey probably lasted “no more than three 
or four minutes.” ^®® In sum, there is not credi- 
ble evidence to support Jamshid’s story. 

D. Spring 1980 Meeting in 

New York With Donald 

Gregg 

In an interview with Gary Sick in London on 
October 15, 1990, Jamshid Hashemi told Sick 
that he and Cyrus Hashemi met with Donald 
Gregg at Cyrus’s office in New York City 
during the spring of 1980.^®^ At the time, 
Gregg was a senior staff person on the Carter 
Administration’s National Security Council, 
where he was responsible for intelligence mat- 
ters and East Asian affairs.^®® According to Jam- 
shid, Cyrus introduced Gregg to Jamshid as 
“the man from the White House.” ^®® Jamshid 
also told Sick that he and Cyrus had lunch with 
Gregg at a restaurant in Manhattan near 
Cyrus’s office, at which they discussed “the var- 
ious contacts that were under way between the 
two brothers and the U.S. Government. ^®^ 

It has been suggested that there is linkage 
between Gregg’s alleged meeting with the Ha- 
shemi brothers and Gregg’s relationship with 
George Bush, with whom Gregg had served in 
the U.S. Government.^®® The implication of this 
suggestion is that Gregg was meeting with the 
Hashemi brothers on behalf of the Republi- 
cans. 

The Task Force found no credible evidence 
to support the allegation that Gregg met with 
Hashemi brothers in New York in 1980, either 


on his own behalf or on behalf of the Republi- 
cans. At his deposition, Gregg gave credible 
testimony that the meeting alleged by Jamshid 
Hashemi “did not happen,” and that he has 
never met Cyrus or Jamshid Hashemi.^®® He 
further testified that he had no recollection of 
traveling to New York in 1980 for any pur- 
pose.®®® 

Moreover, Jamshid Hashemi has recanted his 
allegation. At his deposition, Jamshid testified 
that he has never met Donald Gregg, and that 
he did not “recall” telling Gary Sick that he 
and Cyrus Hashemi met Gregg in New York in 
1980.®®' Incredibly, Jamshid also recently told 
Sick that the person to whom he was actually 
referring when he originally told Sick this story 
was “Robert Gray,” not Donald Gregg. ®®^ 

Gary Sick testified that Jamshid’s pronuncia- 
tion of the name “Gray” could be misconstrued 
as “Gregg”.®®® Sick also testified, however, that 
he used the name “Donald Gregg” in conversa- 
tion with Jamshid about this matter, that he 
and Jamshid “had been over this Gregg busi- 
ness several times”, and that he. Sick, “talked 
about it in the context of somebody who 
worked with me.” ®®'* Sick further testified that, 
“as far as I was concerned, the context was 
very clear. There was never any doubt in my 
mind who we were talking about or what the 
circumstances were.” ®®® 

The Task Force regards Jamshid’s recent 
statements about this matter as totally devoid 
of credibility, and probative of a tendency to 
modify his allegations to conform to subse- 
quent revelations which are inconsistent with 
those allegations.®®® 

E. Dirk Stoffberg/Reiner 
Jacobi 


1. Allegations 

Dirk Stoffberg ®®^ is a South African arms 
dealer, who claimed in October of 1992, while 
awaiting sentencing in a federal prison in New 
York, to have met William Casey in London in 
August, 1980. According to Stoffberg, he was 
introduced to William Casey by Reiner 
Jacobi,®®® who claimed to have gained access to 
William Casey because of his role as a confi- 
dential source for CIA.®®® 



Sloffberg alleged that during the summer of 
1980 he was called to London by a contact 
from the British Intelligence Service whom 
Stoffberg refused to name. Stoffberg checked 
into the Carlton Hotel for a few days and then 
switched to the Capitol Hotel in the Knights- 
bridge section of London under the name of 
Mr. Berg.**° Two to four days later the un- 
named British Intelligence officer called him 
again to say that Jacobi was prepared to see 
him. Jacobi and Stoffberg met and spent the 
day together. During their conversations. 
Jacobi told Stoffberg that there was “one of his 
superiors that [he] had to meet.” Stoffberg 
agreed and Jacobi took Stoffberg to a restau- 
rant where he was introduced to William Casey. 
Jacobi then left. Stoffberg and Casey allegedly 
dined together and during the course of their 
meal. Casey mentioned that Stoffberg was 
brought to his attention because of the work he 
had done with the British missionaries who had 
been taken hostage in Iran. Casey supposedly 
indicated that he had a similar problem with 
the American hostages and asked Stoffberg if 
he could use his links to the Iranians to help 
get the Americans released.®^* Stoffberg told 
Casey that he would try to help. 

Stoffberg reflected that his plan was to use 
Iran’s desire for certain embargoed items, in- 
cluding arms, as his mechanism for gaining the 
hostages release. Specifically, he had in mind a 
155mm gun which would work well within the 
Iranian arsenal. At the conclusion of S toff- 
berg’s meeting with Casey. Stoffberg had the 
impression that Casey approved of Stoffberg’s 
plan to try to supply Iran with this weapon in 
return for their consideration of the release of 
the American hostages.®'® 

2. Analysis of Allegations 

Stoffberg, like others claiming knowledge of 
an October Surprise deal between Republicans 
and Iranians, first made his story known from a 
jail cell. In October of 1991, Stoffberg was in- 
carcerated in the Metropolitan Correctional 
Center in New York, New York on charges of 
illegal sales of arms, after being apprehended 
in Germany in April 1991 where he was held in 
prison pending his extradition. Stoffberg 
claimed that he and his attorney ®'^ affirmative- 
ly sought out interviews with reporters of the 
October Surprise allegations as well as Con- 
gressional staffers both because of the difficult 


conditions he faced in prison and because “it 
was good someone, especially the press, knew 
what I knew.” ®'® To this end, Stoffberg was 
interviewed by the Chief Counsel and a Con- 
gressional Member of the House Foreign Af- 
fairs Committee in December of 1991. As a 
result of this interview, the Chief Counsel 
wrote a letter on January 10, 1992 to Stoff- 
berg’s sentencing judge in which he requested 
that Mr. Stoffberg’s present and future coop- 
eration with an “on going” Congressional in- 
vestigation be taken into consideration at the 
time of his sentence.®'® The judge indicated 
that he took this letter into consideration when 
determining Stoffberg’s sentence and reduced 
his sentence by four and a half months.®'^ The 
prosecution asked that Stoffberg’s release be 
stayed while they considered an appeal of the 
sentence reduction. One week later, the U.S. 
Attorney’s office notified the court that they 
did plan an appeal and Stoffberg was released 
shortly thereafter. 

As to the facts of Stoffberg’s allegations, 
there were internal inconsistencies which 
proved difficult to reconcile. First, Stoffberg 
testified to the Task Force, and previously in 
his prison interviews with reporters and con- 
gressional staff, that the reason he was intro- 
duced by British Intelligence to Reiner Jacobi 
and William Casey was the role he played in 
gaining the release of three British missionaries 
held hostage in Iran. In fact, the British hos- 
tages were released in February 1981, one 
month after the release of the American hos- 
tages. Second, even if Stoffberg misspoke and 
intended to say that he was involved in the 
process of getting the hostages released and 
not that they had actually been released prior 
to his meeting with Casey, the three British 
hostages were not even taken captive until 
August 10 ic 13, 1980.®'® Thus, Stoffberg’s 
meeting with Casey would have essentially co- 
incided with the taking of the British hos- 
tages.®'® It is inconceivable that any negotia- 
tions involving arms sales by private South Af- 
rican citizens and the British Intelligence serv- 
ice would have been undertaken within a week 
of this hostage taking and that William Casey, a 
private citizen running a presidential campaign 
would have learned of this plan let alone be 
able to fly to London to meet with Stoffberg. 
Third, even if this scenario were possible. 
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Stofiberg has maintained throughout his testi- 
mony that he began his negotiations with the 
Iranians in June, 1980. This would have been 
two months prior to the taking of the three Brit- 
ish missionaries. Fourth, Stoffberg indicates 
and his passport confirms that he entered 
London on August 11, 1980. He then checked 
into the Carlton Hotel for a “few days” and 
then switched to the Capitol Hotel for “two to 
four days”. After this switch he alleged to have 
his meeting with Casey. While it is difficult to 
determine the exact date of the alleged meet- 
ing in London, the Task Force has been able to 
determine the whereabouts of William Casey 
during August, 1980 with the exception of 
parts of the weekend of August 16 and 17. 
Therefore, in order for Casey to have partici- 
pated in the meeting, he would have had a very 
small window of opportunity within which to 
make the two day trip. Finally, in all of the 
hundreds of pages of documents Stofiberg 
showed to the Task Force to corroborate his 
testimony, not one mentioned Casey’s involve- 
ment in the matter, or the fact that the arms 
dealings were being undertaken to assist in the 
freeing of the American hostages. This absence 
of even one reference to the hostage scenario 
given the fact that the arms dealings were in 
contravention of a worldwide arms embargo 
strains credulity. 

Stofiberg was either unable or unwilling to 
provide specific information regarding certain 
aspects of his claimed scenario (i.e. his British 
Intelligence contact). Nor was he able to ex- 
plain how the Iranian government was to know 
his actions were on the behalf of Governor 
Reagan and his campaign manager, William 
Casey. These two sets of circumstances coupled 
with the above information regarding the docu- 
ment review tends to shed serious doubt upon 
the scenario laid out by Stofiberg. 

It is, therefore, the conclusion of the Task 
Force that Stofiberg’s alleged contacts with 
Casey are not credible. 

F. Miscellaneous European 
Meetings 

Many of the individuals claiming to have par- 
ticipated in, or have knowledge of, the alleged 
Madrid and Paris meetings involving Republi- 
cans and Iranians, also assert knowledge of 
other European meetings related to the Octo- 


ber Surprise scenario. In some reports, the in- 
sertion of these additional meetings into the 
“established” literature of the October Surprise 
allegations has raised doubts regarding the 
credibility of the individual making the allega- 
tion. These writers note that it is, on some 
levels, difficult enough to believe that Bill 
Casey in the midst of a presidential campaign 
could find time to attend two Madrid and one 
Paris meeting, let alone two or three additional 
meetings elsewhere in Europe. The Task Force 
did not want to prejudge any witness or con- 
fine its investigation to the parameters laid out 
by the journalists or writers supporting or de- 
bunking the October Surprise theory. To this 
end, the Task Force endeavored to inquire into 
these allegations. 

1. Amsterdam — September 1980 

Ari Ben-Menashe claims that the Madrid 
meetings were preparatory meetings to the 
“main Israeli-Iranian encounter in Amsterdam 
in September, 1980.” According to Ben- 
Menashe, this meeting occurred at the Marriott 
Hotel in Amsterdam.**^ 

Ben-Menashe testified that David Kimche was 
the head of the Israel delegation. Also allegedly 
in attendance was Shmuel Morieh, Uri Sim- 
choni, Ben-Menashe himself, and a person Ben- 
Menashe refused to name.®“ On the Iranian 
side, Ahmed Khomeini was the delegation 
leader. With him was Mehdi Kashani, Ahmed 
Omshei and Khosou Fakrieh. Mehdi Karrubi 
was not in attendance. At a later point in the 
course of the meeting, a Mr. Husseinzadeh, a 
SAVAMA representative, joined the other Ira- 
nians. The meeting allegedly took place over a 
three-day period. 

The upshot of the meeting, according to 
Ben-Menashe, was that the parties agreed to 
the immediate release of the hostages in return 
for Israel’s immediate commencement of an air 
and sea lift of arms to Iran. Ben-Menashe testi- 
fied that such a course of action was necessitat- 
ed by major border clashes between Iran and 
Iraq.®*^ Another element of the alleged Amster- 
dam agreement, despite the absence of Ameri- 
cans, was the decision that the Americans 
would agree to release Iran’s frozen assets.**® 
(This was so even though Ben-Menashe 
claimed no American presence at the meeting.) 
To assure U.S. compliance with this provision. 



Ben-Menashe claimed that, William Casey was 
notified of the agreement.®^® Yehoshua Saguy, 
head of Israeli Military Intelligence, allegedly 
was the Israeli representative who made the 
contact with Casey. Ben-Menashe further 
claimed that Saguy contacted CIA Director 
Stansfield Turner and his deputy, Robert 
Gates, about the substance of the Amsterdam 
meeting. 

Ben-Menashe testified that the Israelis and 
Iranians met in Amsterdam in order to avoid 
the scheduled meeting in Paris in October. 
Unfortunately, said Ben-Menashe, the Amster- 
dam meeting did not meet its stated objective 
because the Americans did not agree to the 
terms. According to Ben-Menashe, when Saguy 
advised Casey of the results of the Amsterdam 
meeting, Casey did not agree to the terms that 
the Iranians and Israelis had agreed upon. 
Casey, said Ben-Menashe, “wanted an Iranian 
representative to actually lay it out for them 
[the Americans] .... He wanted a face-to- 
face meeting with a representative of the Irani- 
ans with one of his own people.” According 
to Ben-Menashe, this desire on the part of 
Casey gave rise to the L’Enfant Plaza meeting 
in Washington, D.C.®^' 

The Task Force found no evidence to sub- 
stantiate Ben-Menashe’s allegations about a 
meeting in Amsterdam. Indeed, in the GOI 
Report, Israel specifically denied any knowl- 
edge of an Amsterdam meeting in September 
or at any other time.^^^ Further, all of the indi- 
viduals alleged to have been involved in these 
events who were available to the Task Force for 
interview denied any knowledge of, or par- 
ticipation in, the Amsterdam meeting. For 
these reasons, and because of its determination 
that Ben-Menashe was untruthful with respect 
to other allegations, the Task Force concluded 
that Ben-Menashe’s totally uncorroborated alle- 
gation of a meeting in Amsterdam is a fabrica- 
tion. 

2. Zurich — September, 1980 

Richard Babayan, in a sworn deposition, tes- 
tified that he was aware of a meeting at the 
Hotel Bur-au-Lac in Zurich, Switzerland in Sep- 
tember, 1980, involving Iranians and Ameri- 
cans.*^® According to Babayan, Mohsen Baran- 
riz, Sadegh Tabatabai and a “close person to 
Khomeini”, who Babayan refused to name, at- 
tended this meeting on behalf of Iran.**® Ba- 


bayan could not identify the Americans present 
at the meeting, but he said that they had exper- 
tise on military material because the purpose of 
this meeting was to review Iran’s need for 
spare parts.**’ 

Of the names Babayan mentioned, the Task 
Force was only able to locate Tabatabai. The 
Task Force interviewed Sadegh Tabatabai, who 
denied any knowledge of such a meeting.®*® Ba- 
bayan refused to identify anyone who could 
corroborate his story. For these reasons, and 
given the Task Force’s assessment of Babayan’s 
overall credibility as it relates to other aspects 
of the October Surprise story, the Task Force 
found that there is no factual basis for Ba- 
bayan’s allegations. 

3. Zurich /Paris — September and 
October, 1980 

The Task Force interviewed Der Spiegel re- 
porter Martin Kilian on August 5, 1992, who 
reported that one of his sources, Karl Heinz 
Ottershagan, alleged that Iranians, Israelis and 
Americans met in Frankfurt and Zurich some- 
time between September 20 and 30, 1980. He 
further alleged that these meetings involved the 
sale of arms to Iran and that as a result of 
these meetings, Iran received adequate assur- 
ances that it would receive arms from either or 
both the United States and Israel.**® These as- 
surances lead to the collapse of arms contract 
negotiations between European arms dealers 
and Iranian government officials.*^® The Task 
Force investigated this allegation to determine 
whether it stood scrutiny. 

The Task Force determined that these allega- 
tions have been raised exclusively in interviews 
conducted by Martin Kilian and, according to 
Kilian, a German investigative reporter by the 
name of Jurgen Roth. When Roth allegedly 
interviewed an individual named Karl Heinz 
Ottershagan in early 1989 on another matter, 
he was advised that Ottershagan had informa- 
tion regarding meetings that supposedly were 
held in Frankfurt and Zurich in the fall of 
1980.*^^ Ottershagan allegedly told Roth that 
these meetings were between representatives of 
the government of Iran and Republican cam- 
paign officials. According to Ottershagan, 
Hamid Nagashian and Colonel Barand [ph] met 
with Richard Secord and Robert McFarlane in 
Zurich, Switzerland. The purpose of the meei- 
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ing was to discuss the barter of arms in ex- 
change for the early release of the American 
hostages.*^* Following this meeting, Ottersha- 
gan allegedly told Roth, Robert McFarlane, 
Richard Allen and a CIA officer posted in 
Rome met with Nagashian in Paris in October, 
1980. According to what Ottershagan allegedly 
told Roth, the purpose of this follow-up meet- 
ing was to work out the logistical details result- 
ing from the September meeting in Zurich. Ot- 
tershagan allegedly told Roth that he did not 
participate in any of these meetings. He report- 
edly told Roth that he learned about these 
meetings from Nagashan in November, 1980.*^ 

According to Kilian, Ottershagan was re- 
interviewed by Roth three months later. At this 
second interview, Ottershagan allegedly told 
Roth that both William Casey and Henry Kis- 
singer were present at an October meeting in 
Paris. Additionally, Ottershagan reportedly ad- 
vised that Robert Benes, Houshang Lavi and 
Dirk Stofiberg were involved with this meet- 
ing.*^ 

According to Kilian, Ottershagan was inter- 
viewed a third time by Roth three months after 
the second interview. At that time, Ottershagan 
reportedly related that the alleged meetings in 
Zurich and Paris were actually part of a series 
of three meetings: Zurich, in September 1980; 
Paris, in October 1980; and Bonn, in Novem- 
ber 1980. According to Ottershagan, all of 
these meetings pertained to the American hos- 
tages and Nagashan, Tabatabai, and Ahmed 
Khomeini each participated in aspects of these 
meetingfs.^ Ottershagan also reportedly al- 
leged that Alexander de Marenches was aware 
of the Paris meeting.*^ 

At his Task Force interview on July 23, 1992, 
in 1989, Martin Kilian testified that he had 
interviewed a confidential source who claimed 
to have been an assistant to de Marenches in 
the French intelligence service. According to 
Kilian, this individual advised Kilian that while 
he had no first-hand knowledge of these Paris 
meetings, he claimed to have knowledge 
through access to French intelligence records 
that a German businessman named “Reisserer” 
was the “broker” of these Paris meetings. 
Kilian told the Task Force that he was unable 
to follow up on the lead because the French- 
man claimed to have been threatened and 
thereafter broke communication with Kilian. 


According to Kilian, this source made no men- 
tion of the Zurich or Bonn meetings. 

The Task Force interviewed Hamid Naga- 
shan, Dirk Stofiberg, Robert McFarlane, Henry 
Kissinger, Alexandre de Marenches and Rich- 
ard Allen about these alleged meetings. Each of 
these witnesses denied any knowledge of, or 
participation in, such meetings. The Task Force 
could not locate Ottershagan or the German 
businessman, “Reisserer”, and it could find no 
independent evidence to corroborate any 
aspect of these allegations and, for that matter, 
the very existence of either of these two indi- 
viduals. 

Based on the foregoing, the Task Force con- 
cluded that there is no credible evidence that a 
meeting occurred in Zurich as reportedly al- 
leged by Ottershagan, or that the alleged 
Zurich meeting was the first in a related series 
of meetings involving arms for hostages. Fur- 
ther, the Task Force found no evidence whatso- 
ever of a Frankfurt meeting. 

G. The Meeting at the 
L’Enfant Plaza 


1. Allegations 

Following newspapers articles in 1987 re- 
porting accounts by Laurence Silberman and 
Richard Allen of a fall 1980 meeting with 
Robert McFarlane and a foreign national who 
claimed to have a plan to release the hostages, 
Ari Ben-Menashe and Houshang Lavi came for- 
ward alleging their presence at the meeting and 
linking it to October Surprise allegations.®^* 
Unlike other alleged meetings during the 1980 
time frame, it is undisputed that the chief for- 
eign policy advisor to the Reagan campaign, 
Richard Allen, campaign foreign policy consult- 
ant, Laurence Silberman and then Senate staff- 
er Robert McFarlane attended a meeting at the 
L’Enfant Plaza Hotel. The unresolved issues 
however that existed prior to this investigation 
were: the date and subject matter of the meet- 
ing, the identity of the foreign national, and his 
relation, if any, to the Iranian government. 

a. News Accounts 

In 1986, William Safire wrote in The New York 
Times that Robert McFarlane had approached 
the Reagan campaign “with an Iranian in tow 



who proposed to deliver [the] hostages to Mr. 
Reagan rather than President Carter, thereby 
swinging the United States election.’* The 
reference was premised on a conversation Lau- 
rence Silberman had with Safire almost two 
years before the story appeared where Silber- 
man did not identify the individual as an Irani- 
an.®®® This article would fuel a 1987 story re- 
ported in the Miami Herald and later allegations 
that the meeting, at a minimum, had involved 
inappropriate subject matter and, at a maxi- 
mum, provided a forum for officials of the 
Reagan campaign to negotiate a deal to delay 
the release of the hostages.®®* 

In none of these articles was the identity of 
the foreign national disclosed, presumably be- 
cause none of the Republicans could recall with 
sufficient detail the person with whom they 
met. After these accounts appeared in print, 
however, two individuals claimed to have been 
at the meeting — Ari Ben-Menashe and Hou- 
shang Lavi. The Task Force has deposed under 
oath most of the participants and alleged par- 
ticipants, and those non-participants with 
knowledge of these events. The following is a 
recitation and analysis of the same. 

b. Ben-Menashe/Lavi Allegations 

(i) Ari Ben-Menashe 

According to Ari Ben-Menashe, the L’Enfant 
Plaza meeting was a follow-up to meetings in 
September 1980, held at the Amsterdam Marri- 
ott Hotel, ®®^ where representatives of Israel 
(David Kimche and Shmoul Morieh) met with 
representatives of Iran (Ahmed Khomeini, 
Mehdi Kashani, Omshei, Fakrieh, et al.).®®® At 
the conclusion of the Amsterdam meetings, 
Ben-Menashe claims that an agreement was 
reached to immediately release the hostages in 
exchange for arms from Israel.®®^ Driving this 
decision, according to Ben-Menashe, was the 
outbreak of war between Iran and Iraq. 

Although the agreement contained the terms 
discussed between the Americans and the Irani- 
ans in Madrid, the absence of an American rep- 
resentative caused Casey to balk when told 
about it in a phone call from Menachim Begin 
and/or Yehoshou Saguy.®®® According to Ben- 
Menashe, Casey’s desire for a face-to-face 
meeting between a representative of Iran and a 
representative of the Reagan campaign gave 
rise to the L’Enfant Plaza meeting.®®® 


Ben-Menashe testified that Dr. Ahmed 
Omshei ®®^ was the designated Iranian repre- 
sentative. Ben-Menashe, who was tasked with 
escorting Omshei to Washington, D.C. in early 
October, 1980, met him in Frankfurt, Germany 
and together they travelled through New York 
and on to Washington, D.C.®®®* ®®® Ben-Men- 
ashe says he was advised of the time and place 
of the meeting by Houshang Lavi, who, accord- 
ing to Ben-Menashe, served as the coordinator 
and facilitator of the L’Enfant Plaza meeting. 
Lavi, according to Ben-Menashe advised that 
the American coordinator was Robert McFar- 
lane.®®® 

In addition, during his testimony before 
Senate investigators, Ben-Menashe identified a 
handwritten note that he claimed he and Lavi 
dictated to a secretary from the Israeli consul- 
ate in New York.®®* The note which Ben-Men- 
ashe claimed to have placed in an Israeli gov- 
ernment file ®®® purports to set forth details of 
the L’Enfant Plaza meeting. It reads: 

“October 2, 80. Eastern Shuttle to 
DC. L’Plaza Hotel. Ring telcon with J. 
Baker to meet Silberman, All, Bob 
McFar. 40 page document F14 parts 
already paid for in return of hostages. 
Swap in Karachi. Charter 707.’’ ®®® 

The Task Force has determined that Ben- 
Menashe’s account of the L’Enfant Plaza meet- 
ing has been fabricated. According to numer- 
ous pieces of documentary evidence, Ben-Men- 
ashe’s account is demonstrably false from be- 
ginning to end. As indicated elsewhere in this 
report, no credible evidence was found that 
meetings occurred in Amsterdam.®®^ Moreover, 
in none of his multiple interviews with various 
journalists before his death did Lavi, whose 
own assertion of the meeting the Task Force 
concludes to be false, ever mention Ben-Men- 
ashe’s name or even assert the existence of an- 
other who attended the meeting along with him 
at L’Enfant Plaza. Lavi’s attorney, Mitchell Ro- 
govin, who maintained daily contact with Lavi 
(and kept contemporaneous notes of his con- 
versations) in September and October 1980. 
never heard Lavi mention Ben-Menashe.®®® 

Moreover, Ben-Menashe’s own account of 
the meeting is riddled with internal inconsist- 
encies. Although he told the Senate investiga- 
tors that he and Lavi had dictated the note, 
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Ben-Menashe told various journalists that he 
(Ben-Menashe) wrote the note. Lavi, on the 
other hand, claimed that he wrot^ the note.*®® 
It appears that Ben-Menashe simply appropri- 
ated the widely circulated note and inserted 
himself like some ubiquitous fictional movie 
character.*®"^ 

Finally, his bare assertion that he attended 
the meeting is directly contradicted by three 
witnesses whose testimony is summarized 
below, and his personnel files, which indicate 
that while he was required to inform his superi- 
ors of his travel, he failed to report any travel 
to the United States in 1980.*®* Accordingly, 
Ben-Menashe’s unsubstantiated testimony is 
not credible. 

(ii) Houshang Lavi 

International arms dealer Houshang Lavi 
first claimed in 1988 to have been the unidenti- 
fied “Iranian” at the meeting.*®® He claimed to 
have initiated contact within the Reagan-Bush 
campaign via James Baker, III, who referred 
him to Silberman.*^® As a result, Silberman, 
Allen and McFarlane allegedly met at the L’En- 
fant Plaza to discuss the release of the hos- 
tages. Lavi made no mention of Ben-Men- 
ashe. *^^ 

Lavi had contacted the John Anderson cam- 
paign via his attorney, Mitchell Rogovin,*^^ but 
Anderson refused to meet with him and ad- 
vised him to go to President Carter.*’* As a 
result, Lavi was put in contact with State De- 
partment officials and claims to have travelled 
to Washington 53 times in two months to con- 
vince those officials that the way to achieve the 
release of the hostages was by selling Iran 
spare parts. *’^ Lavi claims he grew frustrated, 
and made contact with the Republicans and 
made the same proposal to them, i.e., the hos- 
tages would be released in exchange for F-14 
parts. His offer was rejected and he was told 
the Reagan campaign was already “in touch 
with the Iranians.” *’* 

Curiously, Lavi provided Barbara Honegger 
with the same note referenced above.*’® Ac- 
cording to Honegger, Lavi told her in June 
1988 that he was the unidentified foreigner 
cited in the 1987 Miami Herald story, and in 
January 1989 he provided her with the note. At 
neither time did Lavi mention Ben-Menashe.*” 
When in the spring of 1989, Lavi contacted 
various journalists and claimed to be the “un- 


identified” person at the L*Enfant Plaza meet- 
ing, he provided copies of the same note that 
he had provided to Honegger. 

Mitchell Rogovin’s testimony and records un- 
dercut his former client’s credibility and the au- 
thenticity of the note. According to Rogovin, 
Lavi came to him in late September with a 
proposition he believed might succeed in get- 
ting the hostages released. Because of his posi- 
tion with the Anderson campaign,*’* Rogovin 
was keeping a contemporaneous diary detail- 
ing, among other things, his contacts with Lavi 
during this period.*’® Rogovin’s recollection 
was that Lavi contacted him regarding the hos- 
tages on September 29, 1980, and told him 
“we can get the 52 hostages if we give them 
spare parts and oil.” **® Rogovin testified that 
he believed that if they could assist the Carter 
Administration in getting the hostages back, it 
would bring great credit to the Anderson cam- 
paign.*®^ Consequently following his initial con- 
tact with Lavi he contacted CIA personnel.**^ 

On September 29, he arranged for a meeting 
between Lavi and CIA officials on Thursday, 
October 2 in Washington, D.C. They met for 
45 minutes with a CIA officer, but the interview 
was “not well focused.” *** Rogovin had also 
scheduled a meeting with CIA Director Stans- 
field Turner for October 5, and when Lavi 
asked Rogovin’s “permission to go public”, Ro- 
govin told him there was no reason to do so 
before the meeting with Turner. 

At the meeting on October 5, Rogovin told 
Turner he was “very surprised with the declina- 
tion of the Lavi offer,” prompting Turner to 
indicate that he would be in touch. *®^ Rogovin’s 
October 6 entry revealed that Lavi had spoken 
to Diane Sawyer of CBS as well as “Robert 
Carter (Reagan camp/not interested)”.*®* Ro- 
govin testified that he was surprised that Lavi 
had not spoken to him prior to talking to these 
people but added that Lavi was frustrated that 
there was no interest in his proposal.*®® 

On October 8, Lavi met with Harold Saun- 
ders at the State Department in Washington 
and they were later joined by Roberts Owen 
and Peter Constable. Rogovin’s notes indicate 
that “after a little fencing, it was apparent that 
[Saunders] knew more than Turner and was on 
top of the matter, he sought to understand how 
the swap would be pulled off.” *®’ On October 
9, Saunders wrote to Warren Christopher, ad- 



vising that pursuant to Christopher’s request, 
Rogovin, Frye and Lavi had met to discuss 
Lavi’s proposal that the United States agree to 
a specific list of spare parts for Iranian F-14s to 
be sent to Iran “as part of an overall agree- 
ment which would produce the release of the 
hostages.” Saunders advised that he was not 
impressed with Lavi and recommended that 
they tell Rogovin they were interested but that 
they had their own channels open and could 
not “afford to cross lines” at that moment.^®® 

On October 15, Lavi and Rogovin again met 
with Saunders, Roberts Owen and Peter Con- 
stable. Lavi and Rogovin expressed their disap- 
pointment that the State Department was not 
moving quickly. Rogovin noted in his diary that 
“Lavi wantfed] to bring the matter to Reagan” 
and that he told him he would not be opposed 
“if [they] felt it was going nowhere.” Rogo- 
vin thinks it unlikely that Lavi would have made 
that statement on October 15 if he had signifi- 
cant dealings with Reagan campaign personnel 
earlier in the month.®®' 

When the State Department made inquiries 
about Lavi’s bona fides, they received a mes- 
sage from a friendly ambassador in Tehran.®®^ 
He said Bani-Sadr had told him Lavi had no 
authority to speak on Bani-Sadr’s behalf.®®® 
Saunders advised Rogovin on October 21 of 
Bani-Sadr’s statement and that the State De- 
partment believed no Iranian had the authority 
to negotiate until the Majlis made a decision on 
and designated a specific negotiating chan- 
nel.®®^ 

Lavi’s version of events, which first emerged 
after news reports of the L’Enfant Plaza meet- 
ing, is internally inconsistent.®®® He claims to 
have initiated his October 2 contact with the 
Republicans after he became frustrated with 
the State Department yet he did not meet with 
anyone from the State Department until Octo- 
ber 8. Moreover, it is unlikely that having kept 
Rogovin advised of his every movement, he 
failed to mention the October 2 meeting, a 
meeting that he alleged, occurred the same day 
he met with the CIA. 

The Task Force has concluded that the note 
is spurious for the following reasons. As stated 
elsewhere, the L’Enfant Plaza meeting with 
Allen, Silberman and McFarlane occurred on 
September 10, not on October 2, 1989. Lavi’s 
attorney Mitchell Rogovin, who maintained 
daily telephone or personal contact with Lavi in 


the fall of 1980, has contemporaneous records 
showing that Lavi was meeting with him on Oc- 
tober 2, 1980 and not at the L’Enfant Plaza. 
Moreover, the note’s content undercuts its 
authenticity. Despite the fact that Lavi claimed 
to have written the note after the meeting, 
the first clause is written in the future 
tense: “. . . to meet Silberman, Allen Bob 
McFar[lane].” Alternatively, because it appar- 
ently was written before the meeting took 
place, the author could not have known that 
Silberman would attend the meeting because, 
as discussed below, Silberman’s presence at the 
meeting was unannounced and unplanned. 

Finally, none of the three participants whose 
testimony is summarized below identified Lavi 
as the “Iranian”. Moreover, the Task Force is 
mindful that information about the participants 
and meeting location were in the public 
domain before accounts by Ben-Menashe and 
Lavi surfaced. It is therefore worth noting that 
the only commonalities contained in these ac- 
counts are the names of the other participants 
and the location of the meeting. Thus, Lavi’s 
unsubstantiated account is not credible.®®® 

c. The Meeting 

The testimony of the Republicans who at- 
tended the L’Enfant Plaza meeting, taken as a 
whole, establishes that neither Ben-Menashe 
nor Lavi attended the meeting, and that the 
meeting did not relate to any October Surprise 
allegations. Variations however in the testimo- 
ny of the three Republican participants remain. 
In the opinion of the majority, those differ- 
ences raise additional questions both about the 
arrangements for the meeting and the failure of 
any participant to report it to the Carter Ad- 
ministration. The minority, on the other hand, 
believes that considering the nature and con- 
tent of the conversation and the state of Allen, 
Silberman and McFarlane’s pre-meeting knowl- 
edge, there was nothing improper about either 
their attendance at the meeting or their deci- 
sion not to report it to the Carter Administra- 
tion. 

( i ) Robert McFarlane 

McFarlane was first interviewed concerning 
the meeting in December 1988.®®^ McFarlane 
told the FBI that in August 1980, an “Iranian 
national,” whose name he did not recall, con- 
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tacted Senator Tower’s office and indicated 
that he represented the Iranian government 
and wished to meet with people in the Reagan/ 
Bush campaign.*®* After discussing the matter 
with Rhett Dawson, Minority Staff Director of 
the Senate Armed Services Committee, McFar- 
lane and Dawson told Senator Tower about the 
individual. He instructed McFarlane to meet 
with the “Iranian” to determine his credibil- 
ity 599 

McFarlane did not meet alone with the “Ira- 
nian,” instead he set up a meeting with Allen at 
the L’Enfant Plaza. Silberman accompanied 
Allen to the hotel where the Iranian “superfi- 
cially spoke of developing a stable dialogue 
with the new administration and of the possibil- 
ity of a release of the hostages.” No further 
details were discussed regarding the individ- 
ual’s authenticity as a representative of the 
“Iranian regime” and he was told he should 
deal with the Carter Administration. McFarlane 
told the FBI he did not contact the White 
House nor did he know of anyone who did.*®^ 
Finally, he told the FBI that he, Allen and Sil- 
berman did not consider the Iranian to be a le- 
gitimate representative of the Khomeini 
regime.*®^ 

More recently, McFarlane testified that when 
he spoke with Senator Tower and Rhett 
Dawson about the “danger” of talking to 
people who claim to speak on behalf of Iran, 
the three exchanged a comment that “people 
that say they speak for the Iranians are suspect 
per se.” Accordingly, Senator Tower did not 
have any great expectations that this contact 
would “go anywhere in the sense of advancing 
U.S. -Iranian relations or solving any problems 
at all.” ^ Nevertheless Tower asked him to 
contact Richard Allen.*®* Allen said he was will- 
ing to meet with the man, and at the man’s re- 
quest, the meeting was arranged by McFarlane 
at the L’Enfant Plaza Hotel.*®* On the appoint- 
ed day, McFarlane went to Allen’s office where 
he and Allen were joined by Laurence Silber- 
man, and they drove over to the hotel, where 
the man was waiting in the lobby. *®'^ 

During the meeting the man did not identify 
himself as an Iranian; McFarlane said he simply 
assumed that he was.*®* McFarlane added that 
he appeared to be a Middle Easterner. The in- 
dividual implied that he was speaking on behalf 
of the Khomeini regime and that it was in 
Iran’s interest for relations between Iran and 


the United States to be normalized, but did not 
state any basis for his authority vis-a-vis Kho- 
meini.*®® He wanted to talk about United 
States-Iranian relations in the event Reagan 
was elected president.*^® Although he said he 
could influence the fate of the hostages, he 
made no specific proposal except to say that re- 
turning relations to normal would have to in- 
clude release of the hostages. *“ At the mention 
of the hostages, Silberman cut off the conversa- 
tion, saying “we have only one government at a 
time.” *'^ The conversation lasted about fifteen 
minutes. McFarlane testified that after the 
meeting, the three Americans spoke and agreed 
that the man was not “a person of substance” 
and that Silberman “had done the right 
thing.” *'* 

McFarlane was shown a photograph of Ben- 
Menashe and a videotape of Lavi. He said that 
neither man was the “Iranian” with whom he 
met.*^^ 

( a ) Rhett Dawson 

Rhett Dawson recalled that a “Middle East- 
erner” contacted Senator John Tower’s office 
to talk about the hostages and hostage transfers 
in September 1980.*^* Dawson did not person- 
ally meet him and was not aware of his name, 
but he recalled being told that the individual 
mentioned his links to Khomeini.*^* Dawson 
speculated that the initial call may have been 
handled by a secretary or perhaps by Tower’s 
administrative aide. 

Dawson spoke to Tower about the “Iranian” 
contact, and Tower said McFarlane, an Armed 
Services Committee staffer, should get the Re- 
publican campaign involved. *^^ McFarlane con- 
tacted Richard Allen. Dawson heard nothing 
further about the meeting until afterwards, 
when McFarlane reported back to Dawson that 
the individual had not seemed credible, had 
lacked credentials and had nothing to offer.*'® 

( Hi ) Laurence Silberman 

Laurence Silberman, who is on the record 
concerning the meeting as early as 1986, wrote 
a letter to the editor of the Miami Herald on 
September 1, 1987 seeking to correct the 
Chardy article. In the letter Silberman sets 
forth in detail his recollection of the meeting 
and what he viewed as misimpressions in the 
article. The relevant portion is as follows; 



As I recall, and as I told your report- 
er, the meeting took place in Septem- 
ber, not October, of that year under 
the following circumstances. I, then 
living in San Francisco, was in Wash- 
ington for several meetings, one of 
which was a morning session of some 
of Ronald Reagan's foreign policy ad- 
visers at Mr. Allen’s office. At the end 
of the meeting, Richard Allen asked 
whether I could join him at another 
meeting at the L’Enfant Plaza hotel. 
He explained that Bud McFarlane, 
who was on the Senate Armed Serv- 
ices Committee Staff, wished him to 
meet with someone who might have 
some information about the hostages 
and he would feel more comfortable if 
I, a lawyer and once the Deputy Attor- 
ney General of the United States, 
could accompany him. This was about 
noon and I was scheduled for an after- 
noon plane back to San Francisco so I 
agreed to join him. We drove to the 
hotel and went to the lobby where we 
met Mr. McFarlane and the other 
person. (It was hardly as you described 
a “secret” meeting). Neither I nor 
Dick Allen can remember the name of 
the person Bud McFarlane brought to 
the hotel. As I told your reporter he 
might have been a North African 
rather than an Iranian; whereas Dick 
Allen remembers him as an Iranian 
living in Egypt. He was not — and of 
this I am quite sure — an officer or offi- 
cial of the Iranian government. He 
did, however, purport to have contacts 
with Khomeini’s subordinates and sug- 
gested the prospect of gaining release 
of the hostages if they could be re- 
leased to representatives of candidate 
Ronald Reagan rather than President 
Jimmy Carter. As soon as what he had 
in mind became apparent, Dick Allen 
and I completely and decisively cut off 
the discussion without any further ef- 
forts to determine his bona fides. I 
told him, as your first story reported, 
that we Americans have only one 
President at a time and that any deal- 
ings concerning the hostages would 
have to be with the Administration. 


Dick Allen agreed. We then left the 
meeting and I flew back to San Fran- 
cisco that day never hearing any more 
about the matter. 

In addition. Judge Silberman was also inter- 
viewed by the FBI in December 1988 during 
the background investigation of Senator 
Tower. This earlier account is consistent 
with his letter to the Miami Herald and his 
recent testimony that he attended a meeting of 
Reagan campaign foreign policy advisors at 
Allen’s office sometime in September 1980. 
During that meeting, Allen advised Silberman 
that Bud McFarlane had somebody who wanted 
to see Allen with information concerning the 
hostages, and asked Silberman to attend the 
meeting with him.®“ Silberman has stated re- 
peatedly and consistently that he had no reason 
to believe that the man he would be meeting 
was either an Iranian or a representative of the 
Iranian government. 

When they arrived at the lobby of the L’En- 
fant Plaza Hotel, McFarlane and the individual 
they were to meet were already there; no one 
else was present. While Silberman could not 
recall the individual’s name, he remembers that 
he claimed to be connected to the Shah and 
had been in Egypt. He also testified that while 
uncertain of the individual’s nationality, he had 
the impression the individual was a Moroccan 
or “some kind of North African.” 

As to the contents of the discussion, Silber- 
man testified that the individual said the Kho- 
meini regime was unrelentingly hostile to the 
Carter Administration, but that Khomeini 
might be induced to release the hostages to the 
Reagan campaign.®*® Silberman recalled that he 
immediately replied that “we Americans have 
one President at a time” and that “if you have 
any matter you want to take up concerning the 
hostages, take it to the Carter Administra- 
tion.” ®*^ He said that Allen “agreed that we 
would have nothing to do with this, we being 
the Reagan campaign, and the conversation 
trailed off rather quickly and we left.” ®** Out- 
side of the hotel, Silberman advised Allen to 
write a memorandum to the file.®*® He ex- 
plained that the rationale for requesting the 
memorandum was to protect the campaign 
against a false charge that campaign officials 
had met with Iranians regarding the hos- 
tages.®** Following the meeting, Silberman re- 
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called going to lunch, probably alone, at the 
Golden Ox in Washington, D.C. The receipt 
for lunch is dated September 10.®^® 

Judge Silberman had seen a photograph of 
Ari Ben-Menashe at the time he was inter- 
viewed by the FBI and he testified that he had 
never seen him before.®^® Judge Silberman also 
testified that he had seen a picture of Lavi and 
did not recognize him either.®®® 

(w) Richard Allen 

As noted above, Allen first discussed the 
LTnfant Plaza meeting publicly in an article in 
the Miami Herald in April 1987.®®^ Allen de- 
scribed as “absolute bologna” the suggestion 
that a deal was struck between the Reagan cam- 
paign and Iran on a coordinated release of the 
hostages. “As reported by Chardy, Allen also 
denied that the Reagan campaign people ever 
discussed any arms deal with Iran.” ®®® Chardy 
reported, but did not quote Allen as saying, 
that at McFarlane’s behest Allen met at the 
L’Enfant Plaza with a man who allegedly repre- 
sented the Khomeini regime.®®® Chardy also re- 
ported that Allen indicated that he could not 
recall if the individual was Iranian, Egyptian, 
Tunisian, or Moroccan.®®^ 

In 1990 Allen testified during the trial of 
Richard Brenneke. Allen, who had not yet 
found the memorandum of the meeting at the 
time he testified, stated that he did not know 
that the meeting would concern the hostages 
held in Iran, but asked Silberman to accompa- 
ny him as a witness in the event the topic of 
the hostages came up.®®® Allen testified that he 
was still unsure whether the emissary was Irani- 
an or Egyptian.®®® 

Nearly a year later, Allen appeared on the 
PBS-TV Frontline program. At that time, he re- 
called that he was introduced to an individual 
that was “either an Egyptian or an Iranian or 
could have been an Iranian living in Egypt 
[with] the capacity to intervene to deliver the 
hostages to the Reagan forces.®®'' 

In 1992 Allen testified before the Senate For- 
eign Relations Subcommittee investigating Oc- 
tober Surprise allegations. On the eve of his 
testimony, Allen located the memo he had writ- 
ten regarding the meeting.®®* After reviewing 
the memo, he testified that when Michael 
Butler contacted him he agreed to meet with 
the man whom he believed wanted to discuss 
the Middle East, not Iran, and invited “one of 


[the Reagan campaign*s] key policy advisors,” 
Laurence Silberman, to the meeting.®®® Allen 
explained that he went to the meeting because 
Butler had called on behalf of Tower, and that 
“when Senator Tower asked [him] to do some- 
thing, [he] did it.” The memo, which Allen 
claims describes his recollection of the meeting 
in detail, reads as follows: 

Today at 11:42 Mike Butler, Senator 
Tower's office called me to ask me if I could 
meet with him to discuss a confidential 
matter. Subsequently, at about 12 o'clock he 
and Bud McFarlane came to the office and 
we drove back down to the Hill. 

On the way, they told me about their meet- 
ing with a Mr. A. A. Mohammed, a Malay- 
sian who operates from Singapore and who 
came to them via an old friend of Senator 
Tower's.^ Mr. Mohammed is apparent- 
ly influential and/or active in the Islam 
religious movement. 

This afternoon, by mutual agreement, / 
met with Messrs. Mohammed, Butler and 
McFarlane. I also took Larry Silberman 
along to the meeting. 

As it turns out, Mr. Mohammed 
claims to have a scheme which has os- 
tensibly received the approval of Aya- 
tollah Khomeini to release the hos- 
tages once the son of the Shah’s re- 
turned to Iran and installed as a fig- 
urehead monarch. Larry and I indicat- 
ed our skepticism about the possibility 
of such an exercise, specially since it 
also involves the release of the hos- 
tages. We repeatedly stressed that we 
could (sic) nothing to interfere in the 
matter, and that we placed a high 
value on the national interest. We in- 
dicated that if he were to come to us 
after the election, providing we were 
successful, we might be able to be of 
some assistance to him in this eflbri. 
However, for now, the question of the 
release of the hostages is wholly within 
the hands of President Carter and the 
Administration, as it properly should 
be. 

Mr. Mohammed indicated that he 
and other Moslems are terribly disap- 



pointed by the Carter Administration, 
and claimed that Carter had “let us 
down time and time again.” He was 
very vehement in his denunciation of 
the Carter Administration. However, 
we explained that while we share our 
distaste for the Carter Administration, 
the matter of the hostages is one af- 
fecting the national interest and there- 
fore could not be made subject to par- 
tisan devices. 

Both Larry and / indicated that we would 
be pleased to hear whatever additional news 
Mr. Mohammed might be able to turn up, 
and I suggested that the information be com- 
municated via a secure channel. One of 
the questions that we had about the 
scheme was more or less resolved: we 
wanted to know why this information 
had not been taken to the Administra- 
tion, and he indicated that he and his 
group have no faith in the Carter Ad- 
ministration’s sincerity or integrity. We 
suggested that this was a matter for 
their judgment, but that in the context 
of the hostage matter we could not 
become active in the slightest. 

The underlined portions of the memo are in 
some conflict with the testimony of McFarlane 
and Silberman. Neither recall that the emissary 
was Malaysian, although neither ruled out that 
possibility.®^^ Both McFarlane and Silberman 
testified that Michael Butler did not participate 
in the meeting.®^® McFarlane had no recollec- 
tion of a proposal to release the hostages once 
the Shah’s son had been installed on the 
throne, and said that he did not believe that 
proposal was made.®^^ Silberman did not recall 
any mention of the son of the Shah, as de- 
scribed in Allen’s memo. However, he did 
recall that the emissary was a “monarchist” 
who claimed to have close ties to the Shah.®^® 
Finally, neither McFarlane nor Silberman have 
any recollection of Allen suggesting to the em- 
issary, as noted in Allen’s memo, that any addi- 
tional information “be communicated via a 
secure channel.” ®^® While Allen testified that 
the idea of Khomeini’s releasing the hostages 
upon the return of the Shah’s son struck him as 
“absurd,” he stood by the account in his memo 
claiming that it had been written contempora- 
neously. In the final analysis, while he could 


not account for the discrepancies between his 
memo and the recollections of McFarlane and 
Silberman, he noted that he has been on the 
record for years as trying to find the memo, 
and as being the one who revealed the exist- 
ence of the memorandum. ®^^ 

Allen was shown a photograph of Ben-Men- 
ashe and a videotape of Lavi. He said that nei- 
ther man was the person he met at the L’En- 
fant Plaza Hotel. ®^* 

(v) C. Michael Butler 

Butler served as Senator John Tower’s ad- 
ministrative assistant in 1980. In an interview 
with Task Force staff, Butler said he had no 
recollection of having been involved in any way 
in the L’Enfant Plaza meeting.®^® Butler said 
the name “A.A. Mohammed” sounded vaguely 
familiar but he had no specific recollection of a 
friend of Senator Tower’s having referred this 
man to him.®®® Butler stated that he has, sepa- 
rately and under various circumstances, met 
Allen, McFarlane and Silberman.®®^ Butler said 
he dealt with Allen during the drafting of the 
1980 Republican platform, and believes he met 
Silberman some time before 1980; he dealt 
with McFarlane on a regular basis in the 
Senate.®®^ 

2. Conclusion 

As previously noted, the L’Enfant Plaza 
Hotel meeting differs from other October Sur- 
prise allegations in that a meeting clearly oc- 
curred between senior advisors to the Reagan/ 
Bush campaign and a source who discussed the 
possibility of inducing Khomeini to release the 
hostages to the Republicans. The overwhelm- 
ing weight of credible evidence, however, sug- 
gests that the meeting was not part of a series 
of meetings that began at the Mayflower Hotel 
in Washington and progressed through Madrid 
and Amsterdam and back to Washington. 
Rather, it was a stand-alone meeting generated 
by a supporter of Senator Tower. The accounts 
provided by McFarlane, Allen and Silberman 
are consistent and credible as to why the meet- 
ing occurred and what transpired. The unsup- 
ported accounts by Ari Ben-Menashe and Hou- 
shang Lavi are mutually inconsistent, contrary' 
to documentary evidence, and not credible. 

Judge Silberman’s account of the L’Enfant 
Plaza meeting has been consistent from his ini- 
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lial account to William Safire, through his cor- 
respondence with the Miami Herald, to his testi- 
mony before the Senate and interviews by the 
Task Force. Documents regarding his travel 
and expenses demonstrate that he was in 
Washington on September 10, 1980, and not 
on October 2, 1980. McFarlane essentially cor- 
roborates Silberman’s account and although 
Allen’s recollections conflict in some specifics, 
they are consistent as to the majority of infor- 
mation provided. 

The nationality of the foreigner with whom 
the Republicans met has been a lingering ques- 
tion surrounding the October Surprise story, in 
part because Richard Allen until recently had 
not been able to locate the memorandum he 
had written about the meeting. Thus for many 
years Allen, for example, had recalled that the 
individual was an Iranian, only to learn later 
that he had characterized him in his memo as a 
Malaysian. McFarlane, on the other hand, had 
always recalled him to be an Iranian. Silber- 
man, by contrast, never thought he was an Ira- 
nian but rather was a North African, possibly 
from Morocco. In any event, Allen and Silber- 
man have always said that they did not know or 
have reason to believe that he was either an 
Iranian or a representative of the Iranian gov- 
ernment prior to their attending the meeting. 
Moreover, all three have always agreed that 
after meeting with the individual, none of them 
thought he was a representative of the Iranian 
government. 

Both Ari Ben-Menashe and Houshang Lavi 
disagree with these credible witnesses as to why 
the meeting took place, who was present and 
what the detailed subject matter was. From the 
timing of their first revelations about the meet- 
ing, it is apparent that they blended the L’En- 
fant Plaza meeting into their October Surprise 
tale after newspaper articles appeared concern- 
ing L’Enfant Plaza. Moreover, Mitchell Rogo- 
vin’s detailed contemporaneous diary entries 
regarding his contacts with Lavi make it appear 
unlikely that Lavi would have been meeting 
with the Republican trio on October 2, 1980, 
and virtually unbelievable that he would not 
have reported to Rogovin if not before, then 
certainly after the meeting. 

In the opinion of the Majority certain dis- 
comforting aspects of the L’Enfant Plaza epi- 
sode remain. Some have questioned why a 
United States Senator would refer an individual 


with information about the American hostages 
to a political campaign rather than the adminis- 
tration constitutionally tasked with handling the 
crisis. Based upon conflicting information as to 
what was known when the source first present- 
ed himself to Senator Tower’s staff, no mean- 
ingful conclusion can be reached as to this 
aspect. 

A second issue of concern to the Majority is 
the failure of any of the Republican attendees 
at the L’Enfant Plaza meeting to report what 
had occurred to the administration. This is par- 
ticularly so of Richard Allen, who was the chief 
foreign policy advisor to the Reagan campaign 
and in regular contact with members of the 
Carter administration on a variety of issues. 
The Majority believes that the three Republi- 
cans who attended the L’Enfant Plaza meeting 
were in no position to evaluate the information 
being provided and its impact on either Iran’s 
or the United States’ negotiating options or the 
fate of the hostages. 

If, as they testified, they were not in posses- 
sion of contemporaneous intelligence informa- 
tion regarding the status of the hostage negoti- 
ations, they had no capacity to determine 
whether the proposal, no matter how absurd 
they believed it to be, made sense in the con- 
text of ongoing efforts to release the hostages. 
While the Republican attendees may not have 
inquired into the foreigner’s bona fides for fear 
of creating the impression they were interested 
in his proposal, that lack of knowledge further 
solidified their inability to judge the proposal. 
Mr. Silberman’s commendable statement that 
the United States has only one President at a 
time only serves to reinforce the Majority’s po- 
sition that this contact should have been re- 
ported to representatives of that President. 

On a more practical level, the Majority be- 
lieves that if Republican campaign officials or 
Senate staffers had reported this contact to the 
administration, the L’Enfant Plaza meeting 
would never have become part of the October 
Surprise literature. Because it provided a 
touchstone for October Surprise-related allega- 
tions by both Ben-Menashe and Lavi, it clearly 
gave impetus to the idea that the Reagan cam- 
paign was at best trolling for information about 
the release of the hostages and at worst trying 
to effect the release. Early reporting of the 
L’Enfant Plaza incident might have relegated 



much of the October Surprise story to the 
“backwaters” of conspiracy theories. The fail- 
ure to report the incident made it possible for 
Ben-Menashe, Lavi and others to take this inci- 
dent and twist it to fit their own purposes. 

The Minority Members, on the other hand, 
disagree with the Majority and conclude that in 
light of the nature and contents of the conver- 
sations at the L’Enfant Plaza meeting, these in- 
dividuals were not required by any objective 
standard to bring that information to the atten- 
tion of the U.S. Government. Moreover, the 
Minority Members do not believe that their fail- 
ure to do so constituted an “action” to keep 
the conversation from the U.S. Government. 

The basis for the Minority’s position coin- 
cides in large part with Judge Silberman’s de- 
tailed explanation of why he believed it was not 
appropriate for them to report the meeting to 
the Carter Administration. Essentially, Judge 
Silberman states that based on the fact that the 
foreigner with whom they were meeting had no 
bona fides as either an Iranian official or a rep- 
resentative of Iran, and had indicated an unre- 
lenting hostility towards the Carter Administra- 
tion, it was inconceivable to him how bringing 
such an individual to the attention of the 
Carter Administration could possibly have been 
of any value. Moreover, Judge Silberman 
pointed out that for them to have inquired into 
the foreigner’s bona fides and his supposed 
Iranian connections would have given that indi- 
vidual the false impression that they actually 
were interested in pursuing this overture with 
him after having told him that any such hos- 
tage-related discussion should be brought to 
the attention of the Carter Administration. 
Indeed, as Richard Allen further testified, his 
own reaction to the foreigner’s statements was 
that they were so bizarre and preposterous that 
to call National Security Adviser Brzezinski or 
Assistant Secretary Saunders would have been 
a total waste of time. Finally, as Allen also 
pointed out in his Task Force deposition, if 
campaign officials had to inform an administra- 
tion every time someone brought a preposter- 
ous scheme or rumor to its attention,®®* those 
officials would be constantly on the phone and 
would ultimately become a laughing stock in 
the eyes of their counterparts.®*® 

Thus, the Minority Members believe that it 
would have been an unreasonable and unwar- 
ranted expectation for senior foreign policy ad- 


visors, such as Allen and Silberman (or even a 
staffer like McFarlane), to have had to bring to 
the attention of the administration a person so 
lacking in legitimacy and proffering so bizarre a 
proposition. In addition, the Minority mem- 
bers, contrary to the Majority’s belief, find it in- 
conceivable that if this meeting had been re- 
ported to the administration it would have had 
any muffling effect in the long run on the cre- 
ative imaginations of Ben-Menashe, Lavi, or 
any of the other principle proponents of the 
October Surprise myth. 

H. Alleged Dinner Between 
Edwin Meese and Cyrus 
Hashemi 


In 1991, it was reported that Edwin Meese 
had dinner at the home of Cyrus Hashemi in 
Wilton, Connecticut in December 1980.®*^ This 
allegation was made by Robert McQueen, a 
former agent of the Immigration and Natural- 
ization Service (INS). 

In mid- 1980, the INS conducted an investiga- 
tion of an individual who was selling unofficial 
resident alien “green cards” to Iranians. The 
INS believed that Homa Hashemi, Cyrus Ha- 
shemi’s wife, had purchased an unofficial 
“green card” from this individual in the past 
and asked her to cooperate in a sting operation 
to gather evidence on the target of that investi- 
gation by attempting to arrange to purchase 
one of the “g^een cards.” ®*® 

Subsequently, Mrs. Hashemi placed tele- 
phone calls to the target from her home in 
Wilton, Connecticut while INS agent Robert 
McQueen monitored the telephone calls.®*® 
McQueen told the Senate that on December 
22, 1980, Mrs. Hashemi asked him to stay for 
dinner.®®® McQueen also specifically recalled 
that Cyrus Hashemi was present at the home 
when Mrs. Hashemi extended the invitation.®®^ 
According to McQueen, Hashemi told him that 
Edwin Meese was to be a special guest for 
dinner.®®^ McQueen told the Senate Special 
Counsel that he declined the invitation because 
he did not think it would be appropriate to 
have dinner with Meese as Meese was slated to 
be his new “boss,” i.e.. Attorney General.®®* 
Meese, however, was not nominated to be At- 
torney General until 1984. 
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McQueen recalled that he reported the invi- 
tation to his supervisor, James Dorcey, who 
also generally recalled McQueen reporting the 
invitation.®®^ However, Dorcey recalled 
McQueen reporting that Cyrus Hashemi ex- 
tended the invitation.®®® McQueen also claims 
that he reported the invitation to the prosecu- 
tors who were coordinating the “green card“ 
investigation. The Task Force has spoken to 
those prosecutors and none recalls McQueen 
reporting the invitation.®®® 

The Reagan-Bush campaign operations 
center logs indicate that at 11:15 p.m. on De- 
cember 22, Richard Wirthlin called to speak 
with Meese and that Meese and Casey were 
dining together at an undisclosed location.®®^ 
The FBI surveillance tapes of Cyrus Ha- 
shemi, clearly indicate that Hashemi was in 
London from December 18 to December 24 
and could not have been present either to 
extend an invitation or to eat dinner at his 
home with Meese. The Task Force knows of no 
reason for Meese to dine with Mrs. Hashemi 
when her husband was not present. 

Homa Hashemi testified under oath that she 
has never met Meese, that “Mr. Meese has 
never, ever come to [her] house”, that she 
never told anybody that Meese was going to be 
a dinner guest, and that McQueen’s statement 
as quoted in the press was an “absolute lie’’.®®® 
Mr. Meese denied under oath that he has 
ever been to the Hashemi home or to Wilton, 
Connecticut.®®® Individuals employed at the Ha- 
shemi residence, family members, and family 
acquaintances similarly have no recollection of 
Meese ever being a guest at the home.®^® In 
sum, the vast weight of the evidence refutes 
McQueen’s allegation that Meese met with Ha- 
shemi at his home, and there is no credible evi- 
dence to support McQueen’s allegation. 

I. Meeting at Sherry 
Netherland Hotel in New 
York 


1. The Allegations 

Another allegation of contact between Re- 
publicans and Iranian officials during the 1980 
election cycle is Jamshid Hashemi’s account re- 
garding a meeting in New York after the elec- 
tion. According to Gary Sick’s account in Octo- 


her Surprise, Jamshid alleged that his brother 
Cyrus organized a meeting at the Sherry Neth- 
erland Hotel in New York in mid-January “be- 
tween members of the Reagan transition team, 
Iranian representatives, and at least one Israe- 
li.’’ ®^^ Sick’s discussion of this meeting is based 
exclusively on information from ABC News 
Nightline producer Tara Sonenshine, who 
interviewed Jamshid Hashemi about the alleged 
meeting on January 1, 1990.®^^ 

At the meeting, the Republicans allegedly 
told the Iranians that “the deal was off’ unless 
the hostages were released by Reagan’s inaugu- 
ration on January 20, 1981.®^® Subsequently, 
according to the allegation, “radical mullahs” 
brought pressure to bear on Behzad Nabavi to 
resolve the crisis before January 20. As a result, 
on January 15, Iran reversed its position re- 
garding the payment of its outstanding loans. ®^^ 

2. Conclusion 

The Task Force has found no evidence — 
credible or otherwise — to support this allega- 
tion.®’® In fact, Jamshid Hashemi now disavows 
ever making the allegation. At his deposition, 
he denied telling Tara Sonenshine about a 
meeting at the Sherry Netherland Hotel, 
denied that he had any knowledge of such a 
meeting, and called the allegation “[ajbsolute 
rubbish.” ®’® 

J. Other Possible Contact 
Between Casey and the 
Hashemi Brothers 


1. John Shaheen: An 
Intermediary? 

One of the subplots that has featured in alle- 
gations that the 1980 Reagan campaign had 
contact with the Iranian government is the alle- 
gation that this contact was facilitated by John 
Shaheen, an American businessman who knew 
both William Casey and Cyrus Hashemi. Gary 
Sick has written that Shaheen “served as the 
contact point between the Iranian expatriate 
banker and the Republican campaign chairman. 
It may have been Shaheen who put Casey in 
touch with the Hashemi brothers in early 
1980.” ®” Arif Durrani reportedly has alleged 
that it was Shaheen who established the contact 


between Casey and Cyrus Hashemi which lead 
to the alleged meetings in Madrid in the 
summer of 1980.®’® Houshang Lavi reportedly 
told journalists Robert Parry and Robert Ross 
that Shaheen was the contact point between 
Casey and Hashemi, and that Lavi heard Sha- 
heen’s name mentioned when Lavi allegedly 
was in Paris with Cyrus Hashemi in October 
1980.®’® And Jamshid Hashemi reportedly told 
German Journalist Martin Kilian that Shaheen, 
Cyrus Hashemi, Adnan Khashoggi, and others 
were involved in an alleged offer of arms to 
Iran by the Reagan campaign subsequent to the 
July 1980 meeting in Madrid involving Stanley 
Pottinger.®®® 

a. Who Was John Shaheen? 

John Shaheen was a New York-based entre- 
preneur who had a long and successful career 
in the oil business.®®^ Shaheen, who died in 
1985, also had a life-long interest in the intelli- 
gence field, having served in the Office of Stra- 
tegic Services (OSS) during the Second World 
War and in the Office of the Secretary of the 
Navy, where he was involved in counterespio- 
nage operations.®®^ According to those who 
knew him well, he was also partial to a brand of 
American patriotism that by today’s standards 
would seem old-fashioned.®®® In this regard, 
Shaheen combined his fascination for the intel- 
ligence world with his myriad business activities 
over the course of his career. 

In early 1976, Shaheen suffered a major 
business reversal when a refinery he had con- 
structed in Come-by-Chance, Newfoundland, 
was forced into bankruptcy, leaving $600 mil- 
lion in debt and spawning extensive litiga- 
tion.®®^ During the next several years, Shaheen 
attempted unsuccessfully to regain control of 
the refinery.®®® 

1980 was a particularly difficult year for Sha- 
heen. In July, the trustee of the bankrupt refin- 
ery won a $50 million judgment against Sha- 
heen and his company, Shaheen Natural Re- 
sources, based on unsecured loans made by the 
refinery to other corporations headed by Sha- 
heen before the refinery went bankrupt.®®® In 
late October, the bankruptcy trustee tried to 
obtain Shaheen’s half-interest in his estate in 
Southampton, New York.®®’ October 1980 also 
saw Shaheen’s son Bradford fail in a bid to 
purchase the refinery from Peat Marwick Ltd., 
the refinery’s receiver and manager.®®® 


At his deposition, Bradford Shaheen de- 
scribed the situation confronted by his father in 
1980, testifying that the elder Shaheen “was 
. . . caught up in trying to survive his own 
problems,’’ which included “total lack of fund- 
ing, major, aggressive well-funded litigation 
against him and threats to act against him by 
the opposing counsel to force him to pay the 
judgment that was existing against him.’’ ®®® In 
essence, the younger Shaheen testified, 1980 
was a year in which his father “was focusing on 
surviving a disastrous business situation.’’ ®®® 

b. Shaheen’s Relationship with Casey 

Shaheen first met William Casey in the OSS 
during the Second World War.®®^ Casey and 
Shaheen maintained their friendship after the 
war and frequently socialized with each 
other. ®®^ A particular source of contact between 
Casey and Shaheen was their affiliation with the 
Veterans of the Office of Strategic Services 
(VOSS), an organization in which they both 
played prominent roles.®®® 

Casey and Shaheen apparently had limited 
contact in a business context.®®^ Roy Furmark, 
who worked for Shaheen from 1966-1976, tes- 
tified that Casey, acting as Shaheen’s lawyer, 
accompanied Shaheen and Furmark on a trip to 
Kuwait in 1976 in an effort to entice the Ku- 
waiti National Petroleum Corporation to invest 
in the Newfoundland refinery and thereby help 
Shaheen avert the loss of the refinery.®®® On 
another occasion, Shaheen asked Casey for 
advice regarding potential partners for a New 
York newspaper business that he was trying to 
establish.®®® 

c. Shaheen’s Relationship with Cyrus 
Hashemi 

According to statements he made to the FBI, 
Shaheen met Cyrus Hashemi in late 1979 or 
early 1980 at Hashemi’s office in New York.®®’ 
At the time, Shaheen was seeking contracts to 
purchase crude oil for processing by his refin- 
eries, and Hashemi had been identified to Sha- 
heen as someone with good contacts in the oil 
communities in Iran, Nigeria, and Tunisia.®®® 
Following their introduction, Shaheen solicited 
Hashemi’s assistance in securing contracts to 
purchase crude oil.®®® 

In 1980, Cyrus Hashemi assisted Shaheen in 
his bid to regain control of the Newfoundland 
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refinery. According to O. Jackson Cook, an at- 
torney who also assisted Shaheen in this effort, 
Hashemi assembled a group of investors who 
made money available to Shaheen to bid on the 
refinery.^®® The FBI’s electronic surveillance of 
Cyrus Hashemi confirms that Cyrus and Sha- 
heen were in contact in late 1980 regarding the 
Newfoundland refinery.'^®' 

Shaheen also assisted Cyrus Hashemi in vari- 
ous ways. For example, Shaheen made his 
office in London available to Cyrus. Accord- 
ing to Jamshid Hashemi, Shaheen also helped 
to obtain a U.S. visa for Jamshid in London in 
late December 1979, thereby enabling Jamshid 
to travel to the United States and meet in early 
January 1980 with U.S. Government officials.’®® 

TTie degree to which Shaheen and Cyrus Ha- 
shemi enjoyed a friendship beyond their busi- 
ness relationship is uncertain. Maureen McPart- 
land Brokaw, Shaheen’s long-time former sec- 
retary, informed the Task Force that Hashemi 
was merely a business associate of Shaheen’s, 
not a social friend.’®^ In her view, the driving 
force behind the relationship was the fact that 
Shaheen was financially strapped and Hashemi 
could be of assistance in securing loans.’®® O. 
Jackson Cook, an attorney who worked with 
both Shaheen and Hashemi in connection with 
the Newfoundland refinery, testified that the 
two men had “a wary friendship.” ’®® On the 
other hand, William Sherman, Cyrus Hashemi’s 
London office manager, thought the friendship 
between the two was very close.’®’ 

d. Shaheen’s Interest in the 1979-81 
Hostage Crisis 

The Task Force obtained credible documen- 
tary evidence that John Shaheen pursued a 
scheme to free the American hostages in Iran. 
According to CIA documents, Shaheen ap- 
proached the Carter White House in late De- 
cember 1979 with a proposal to rescue the hos- 
tages.’®* The rescue operation was to be direct- 
ed by former Iranian Army General Oveissi, 
then living in New York, and executed by a 
cadre of 100 Iranians supposedly in place in 
Tehran.’®® The White House, in turn, brought 
the matter to the attention of the CIA.’*® 

During the next few weeks, Shaheen contin- 
ued to press his proposal on the CIA. The CIA 
official designated as the Agency’s liaison to 
Shaheen had several telephone conversations 
with Shaheen, many of which were initiated by 


Shaheen.’** Shaheen indicated to the Agency 
official that he himself had “cooked up” the at- 
tempt to reach the Iranian general in order to 
resolve the hostage crisis.’*® Although the 
Agency official found Shaheen’s proposal 
“well-intentioned,” he sought to dissuade Sha- 
heen from pursuing the idea further by ex- 
plaining to him various operational and politi- 
cal problems that made the plan impractical.’*® 
By late January 1980, Shaheen’s CIA interlocu- 
tor apparently persuaded Shaheen to drop the 
matter. ’*^ 

Shaheen re-contacted the CIA in late April 
1980 following the failed rescue mission by the 
Carter Administration. According to CIA 
records, Shaheen expressed his desire to meet 
again with Agency officials and offer his ideas 
on how to free the hostages.’** As before, Sha- 
heen apparently was trying to obtain a hearing 
for his ideas by using his contacts with Griffin 
Bell and Charles Kirbo.’** The Task Force 
found no evidence that the CIA accorded Sha- 
heen such a hearing, that the Agency tried to 
implement any of Shaheen’s ideas, or that Sha- 
heen was subsequently in contact with the CIA 
regarding the hostages in Iran. Nor did the 
Task Force find any evidence that Shaheen was 
in contact with William Casey or Cyrus Ha- 
shemi regarding his approaches to the CIA. 

The Task Force did find evidence, however, 
that Casey probably was aware of Hashemi 
prior to becoming DCI, and that it was John 
Shaheen who first brought Hashemi to Casey’s 
attention.’*’ In February 1984, two FBI agents 
interviewed Shaheen in connection with the 
criminal investigation of Hashemi by the De- 
partment of Justice. The FBI’s report of this 
interview, in pertinent part, states the follow- 
ing: 

Shaheen stated that he mentioned 
[Cyrus] Hashemi to persons in the CIA be- 
cause during the course of Shaheen’s 
contact with Hashemi he determined 
that Hashemi might be able to play 
some role in either alleviating the hos- 
tage crises [sic] in Iran or in establish- 
ing a dialogue with the [Khomeini] 
government and the United States. He 
stated that he made these contacts including 
a contact with Director William Casey of the 
CIA on a strictly voluntary basis, acting on 
his own at all times without prompting from 



Hashemi or [anyone] connected to Hashemi. 

He emphasized that as a businessman 
and a political realist he was aware 
that sooner or later, despite the Irani- 
an hostage crises, the United States 
would have to engage in some type of 
relationship with Iran and believed 
that Hashemi might play some type of 
role in establishing that relationship, 
however, minor. 

This excerpt from the FBI’s report could be 
construed to mean that Shaheen contacted 
Casey during the period of the Iran hostage 
crisis, and that Shaheen “mentioned Hashemi 
to Casey at that time. It could also be con- 
strued to mean that Shaheen mentioned Ha- 
shemi to Casey after Casey had become DCI, 
given the statement that Shaheen “mentioned 
Hashemi to persons in the CIA” and the refer- 
ence to Casey as DCI. 

The next paragraph of the FBI’s report does 
not fully resolve interpretations regarding 
whether Shaheen first mentioned Hashemi to 
Casey during the hostage crisis of 1979-1981, 
or at some later time:’^® 

Shaheen recalled vaguely that in Oc- 
tober of 1983 after he had a conversation 
with William Casey at a date, place and 
time unrecalled, a conversation wherein 
Shaheen explained to Casey his knowledge of 
Hashemi and how he thought Hashemi 
might have some value to the United States 
with regards to Iran, Shaheen met with 
one of Casey’s representatives who is 
the Chief of a Near East Branch of the 
CIA. Shaheen recalled that at the 
luncheon meeting he explained his 
knowledge of Hashemi and how he 
thought Hashemi might have some 
impact on the current Iranian situa- 
tion.™ 

This language could be construed to mean 
that Shaheen did not bring Hashemi to Casey’s 
attention until October 1983. In light of strong 
evidence regarding a subsequent hostage-relat- 
ed initiative by Shaheen, this excerpt could also 
be interpreted to mean that the subject of Sha- 
heen’s October 1983 overture to Casey related 
to Americans being held hostage in Lebanon, 
not Iran.^^^ , 

The Task Force resolved any ambiguity 
about Shaheen’s communications with Casey 


regarding Hashemi by obtaining sworn testimo- 
ny from former FBI agent Louis Stephens, who 
conducted the interview with Shaheen in 1984 
and authored the FBI interview report.™ Ac- 
cording to Stephens, Shaheen indicated during 
the interview that he mentioned Cyrus Hashemi 
to Casey approximately twice prior to Ronald 
Reagan’s inauguration in January 1981.™ Ste- 
phens testified that Shaheen had sought to 
bring Hashemi to the attention both of Casey 
and officials at the CIA because Shaheen be- 
lieved that Hashemi had high-level contacts in 
Iran to whom he could pass messages on behalf 
of the U.S. government and thereby improve 
communications between Washington and 
Tehran.™ Shaheen indicated to Stephens that 
his remarks to Casey about Hashemi were 
made at social encounters “nonspecific to Ha- 
shemi in which Hashemi came up as a topic of 
conversation. . . . Hashemi was not number 
one on the agenda.’’ ™ On both occasions, 
Shaheen acted on his own, without any 
prompting by Hashemi.™ 

According to Stephens, Shaheen did not 
comment about Casey’s reactions, if any, to 
Shaheen’s mention of Hashemi.™ He had a 
specific recollection, however, that Shaheen 
told him Casey never asked him to take any 
follow-up action regarding Hashemi, such as 
directing Hashemi to obtain information for 
Casey or setting up a meeting between Casey 
and Hashemi.™ Stephens also testified that at 
no time did Shaheen indicate that Casey and 
Hashemi had direct contact with each other.™ 
Nor did Stephens ever learn anything during 
the course of the criminal investigation of Ha- 
shemi to indicate that Casey and Hashemi had 
been in direct contact.™ 

The FBI’s electronic surveillance of Cyrus 
Hashemi provides additional evidence regard- 
ing whether there was contact between Casey 
and Hashemi in 1980. On the afternoon of Sat- 
urday, November 8, 1980 — four days after the 
presidential election — John Shaheen tele- 
phoned Cyrus Hashemi. The vast majority of 
this conversation, which lasted about fourteen 
minutes, concerned business matters. Toward 
the end of the conversation, Shaheen tells Ha- 
shemi that “Bill Casey” called him prior to the 
election and asked Shaheen’s help to prevent 
ballot fraud on election day.”^ The following 
exchange then took place: 
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SHAHEEN: I called Pottinger and 
told him that if he needed anything 
from Casey during this transition 
period because ah — Reagan the other 
day appointed Casey head of the tran- 
sition team. 

HASHEMI: Yes, yes. 

SHAHEEN: So if there is anything 
that is needed I said, or if Cyrus wants 
anything in his stuff let me know be- 
cause, you know, we’re one team that 
works together. 

HASHEMI: Right. 

SHAHEEN: And Stan was very ap- 
preciative and being a Washington 
lawyer they live on connections you 
know. 

HASHEMI: Right, oh absolutely. 

SHAHEEN: That’s their game. 

HASHEMI: No, I think that, you 
know. I would a — look forward to 
seeing him in the next a 

SHAHEEN: Yeah. I want you to 
lunch with the guy. 

HASHEMI: Yeah. 

SHAHEEN: I told him I was getting 
into a banking venture with ya, with 
you, and you know, what the hell you 
might as well have a direct one to one 
relationship. 

HASHEMI: Right. 

SHAHEEN: You know you’re an old 
pal of mine, 35 years. 

HASHEMI: Right. 

SHAHEEN: Fair enough. I’m here if 
you want me.’^* 

Assuming that Shaheen was being truthful to 
Hashemi regarding Shaheen’s previous conver- 
sation with Casey, the conversation between 
Shaheen and Hashemi indicates, at a minimum, 
that Casey was aware of Cyrus Hashemi by 
early November 1980.^®^ Whether this conver- 
sation indicates that there had been actual 
prior contact between Casey and Hashemi is 
open to interpretation. Based upon the evi- 
dence found by the Task Force, however — and, 
perhaps more significantly, based upon the ab- 


sence of any credible evidence to the con- 
trary — the most logical interpretation is that 
Casey and Hashemi had not had any direct 
contact with each other at the time of this con- 
versation. 

The Task Force reached this conclusion for 
two reasons. First, it would make little sense 
for Shaheen to refer to a “direct one to one re- 
lationship’’ between Casey and Hashemi in the 
future tense if they already had direct contact 
with each other. Second, when listening to the 
tape of the conversation, the predominant im- 
pression one has regarding Shaheen’s remark, 
“I want you to lunch with the g^y,” is that Sha- 
heen wants to introduce Casey and Hashemi to 
each other. 

2. References to William Casey by 
Cyrus Hashemi 

a. Electronic Surveillance of Hashemi 

Of all the evidence reviewed by the Task 
Force, the conversations involving Cyrus Ha- 
shemi that were recorded by the FBI in 
1980-81 are among the most probative evi- 
dence of whether Cyrus and Jamshid Hashemi 
had contact with William Casey in 1980. In 
more than 21,000 conversations recorded by 
the FBI — spanning nearly 1 ,800 hours — there is 
not a single indication that — William Casey had 
contact with Cyrus or Jamshid Hashemi. Nor 
is there any evidence on the tapes that Casey, 
Cyrus Hashemi, or Jamshid Hashemi had con- 
tact in 1980 with Mehdi or Hassan Karrubi.^^^ 
Indeed, there is no indication on the tapes that 
Casey or any other individuals associated with 
the Reagan campaign had contact with any per- 
sons representing or associated with the Irani- 
an government. Certain conversations, how- 
ever, contain references to Casey by Cyrus Ha- 
shemi, as discussed further below. 

(i) Conversation with Houshang Aryanpour 

On November 14, 1980, Admiral Houshang 
Aryanpour telephoned Cyrus Hashemi to speak 
to Cyrus about Jamshid Hashemi. In the course 
of this conversation, which took place in Per- 
sian, Aryanpour raised concerns about Jam- 
shid’s involvement in the disposition of $1 mil- 
lion in funds intended for Admiral Madani’s 
use.’^® In response, Cyrus Hashemi stated that 
“the issue of the one million dollars is not pos- 



sible because one of my prides — as they say — is 
that — and the reason I am today able to talk with, 
let us assume, Mr. Muskie or, with let us assume, Mr. 
Casey, his replacement, I am pure and honest . . . 
because I insisted — because they called me that 
they wanted to give what was left of the money 
toward Madani’s election to the Majles.” 

There is no evidence from the FBI’s elec- 
tronic surveillance of Cyrus Hashemi’s to indi- 
cate that Cyrus was in contact with Secretary of 
State Edmund Muskie or William Casey during 
the fall of 1980.’^^ Additionally, at his deposi- 
tion, Houshang Aryanpour did not manifest 
any knowledge that Cyrus had a relationship 
with Casey. 

Aryanpour did testify that Jamshid told him 
in mid- or late 1988 that he had attended a 
meeting in Spain in 1980 with William Casey 
and Mehdi Karrubi.’^^ Jamshid again men- 
tioned a meeting in Spain in a conversation 
with Aryanpour in 1991 subsequent to the 
April 1991 broadcast of the PBS-TV “Front- 
line” documentary concerning the October 
Surprise allegations.’^^ During the conversation 
in which Jamshid first spoke about a meeting in 
Spain, Jamshid made no mention of Cyrus Ha- 
shemi’s presence, mentioning only the pres- 
ence at the meeting of Casey, Mehdi Karrubi, 
and Jamshid himself. Nor, during the second 
conversation, did Jamshid indicate that Cyrus 
had been present at a meeting in Spain. 
Indeed, Jamshid told Aryanpour that the only 
people in attendance were Jamshid, Casey, and 
Mehdi Karrubi. 

The subject of meetings in Spain never came 
up in conversation between Aryanpour and 
Cyrus Hashemi.’^® In addition, at no time did 
Jamshid ever indicate to Aryanpour that Cyrus 
had a relationship with Casey. 

(ii) Conversation with Mahmoud Moini-Eraghi 

On November 20, 1980, Mahmoud Moini- 
Eraghi telephoned Cyrus Hashemi at his office 
in New York. According to the FBI’s translation 
of this conversation, the two men discussed the 
following after exchanging pleasantries: 

MOINI-ERAGHI: I have had no 
news of Iran. Also I heard last that 
night that Ardashir Zahedi [the former 
Iranian ambassador to the United 
States] has, it appears, come to Wash- 
ington. And it is said that he ... of 


course, you know that he has a had a 
relationship with the Republicans and 
has been a close friend of Reagan’s, it 
seems, has come to Washington and 
begun [some] political activities. Have 
you heard anything about this? 

HASHEMI: The truth is that I have 
not, because I was on the phone with 
Tehran, and Ali Agah’^® was, by 
chance, at the location where I had 
telephoned. . . . 

MOINI-ERAGHI: Yes, yes. . . . 

HASHEMI: I talked with him also 
for about ten to fifteen minutes. . . . 

MOINI-ERAGHI: Right. . . . 

HASHEMI: That is, I was talking to 
[Behzad] Nabavi. . . . 

MOINI-ERAGHI: Right. 

HASHEMI: . . . Behzad Nabavi . . . 
so, by chance he [i.e., Ali Agah] was 
also there. . . . 

MOINI-ERAGHI: Right. 

HASHEMI: . . . and he talked with 
some and said that he had heard that 
several of the people who were in- 
volved had gone to Washington to un- 
dertake some activity. He wanted to 
know whether 1 had any news. I said 
that the truth is that I did not know, of 
course, he [i.e., Ali Agah] did not 
mention his [i.e., Zahedi’s] name. . . . 

MOINI-ERAGHI: Yes, I heard that 
he [i.e., Zahedi] had gone and met 
with Kissinger and had also met with 
Reagan and presently is seriously en- 
gaged in activities, and this . . . 

HASHEMI: . . . Yes, he can do 
nothing. . . . 

MOINI-ERAGHI: Now, you keep 
this [news] in mind. . . . 

HASHEMI: . . . yes, because you 
know with ... I, you know, I have been, 
well, close friends and things with Casey for 
several years . . . and / am now a veiy 
good fnend of his. . . . 

MOINI-ERAGHI: Right . . 
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Al his deposition, Moini-Eraghi had only a 
vague recollection of this telephone conversa- 
tion. He had no recollection of discussing Wil- 
liam Casey with Cyrus, and he had no recollec- 
tion of Cyrus ever telling him that Cyrus and 
Casey were friends. Moini-Eraghi also did 
not recall Cyrus ever telling him that he had 
good contacts in the Republican Party in 
1980. 

(lii) Conversation Between Alanna Torres and 
0. Jackson Cook 

On January 21, 1981 — one day after Ronald 
Reagan’s inauguration — Cyrus Hashemi’s secre- 
tary, Alanna Torres, telephoned O. Jackson 
Cook to read a telex to Cook that Hashemi was 
sending to John Shaheen.^®^ Cyrus Hashemi 
was not a party to this conversation, and Wil- 
liam Casey’s name is not mentioned during the 
conversation. Further, the majority of the telex 
concerns a business transaction involving the 
Bank of England and an upcoming trip to 
London. The end of the telex, however, con- 
tains language which is relevant to the allega- 
tions that Casey and Hashemi were in contact 
in 1980. The pertinent parts of the telex are as 
follows: 

TORRES: I’m going to be sending a 
telex to John Shaheen’s office. . . . 

COOK: Okey Doke. . . . 

TORRES: . . . and Doctor Hashemi 
asked me if I could Just read it to you 
before I send it. 

COOK: Sure. [In the telex, Cyrus 
then discusses business transactions 
involving Bank of England and upcom- 
ing travel to London] 

TORRES: [I]n view of our friend- 
ship ... I would urge you to make 
time so we may get together, resolve 
the outstanding issues, and also see if 
we can be of any assistance to you. On 
another front, it is important that you and I 
get together since there might be a rather im- 
portant matter which could be of mutual in- 
terest to one of your friends who was also 
one of your former colleagues . . . 

The Task Force did not find any evidence to 
clarify the identity of Shaheen’s “friend” and 
“former colleague.” Assuming that this person 


was Casey, it can be inferred from the telex 
that Shaheen and Hashemi had previously dis- 
cussed Shaheen’s relationship with Casey, and 
that Hashemi by this time was aware that Casey 
was going to hold a prominent position in the 
Reagan Administration. The telex could further 
be interpreted to mean that Hashemi was inter- 
ested in passing a message to Casey through 
Shaheen. 

Neither of these inferences tends to establish 
that Casey and Hashemi had previously been in 
direct contact with each other regarding Iran or 
any other matter. Although Shaheen may have 
previously mentioned Hashemi to Casey in 
connection with Iran,’®^ the telex contains no 
mention — veiled or direct — of prior contact be- 
tween Hashemi and Shaheen’s “former col- 
league.” Nor is the nature of the “important 
matter” which Hashemi wishes to discuss iden- 
tified. That Hashemi might have sought a com- 
munications channel to Casey would not be 
surprising in light of the access he had with 
senior officials in the Carter Administration 
and the opportunity presented by his access to 
a friend of the incoming Director of Central In- 
telligence {i.e., Shaheen). 

b. Reported Statements to Admiral 
Ahmed Madani 

Madani testified that Cyrus Hashemi told him 
that he and William Casey were close friends. 
According to Madani, Hashemi communicated 
this information to Madani during a visit to 
Madani in Hamburg, West Germany, in Octo- 
ber 1980.^^® Madani also testified that Hashemi 
told him that Casey would hold an important 
position in the U.S. government if Reagan were 
elected, and that Cyrus’s relationship with 
Casey could therefore redound to their bene- 
fit."^'' 

Upon further questioning, however, Madani 
did not recall Cyrus ever telling him that Cyrus 
had actually met personally with Casey. Addi- 
tionally, Madani testified that Cyrus never men- 
tioned any specific occasions when he and 
Casey had been together, or any specific con- 
versations that he had with Casey. Madani 
himself has never seen Casey together with 
either Cyrus or Jamshid Hashemi.’®® Nor does 
he know anybody who claims to have seen 
Casey with either Cyrus or Jamshid Hashemi.’®^ 
Similarly, no one has ever told Madani that 


they have knowledge of meetings between 
Casey and the Hashemi brothers.’®^ In fact, the 
only persons who have ever told Madani that 
Cyrus Hashemi had a relationship with Casey 
were Cyrus and Jamshid.’®^ 

3. Conversations Between Cyrus 
and Jamshid Hashemi 

The tapes from the FBI’s electronic surveil- 
lance of Cyrus Hashemi include sixty-six re- 
corded conversations between Cyrus and his 
brother Jamshid.'^®'* These conversations are 
important not because of what they reveal, but 
because of what they do not reveal. 

If these brothers had secretly coordinated, as 
alleged, meetings between William Casey and 
representatives of the Iranian government for 
the purpose of affecting the timing of the re- 
lease of the hostages, one would expect to hear 
some evidence of a conspiracy — if even a glim- 
mer — on the tapes. In early or mid-October, 
for example, one would expect to hear some 
indication of planning for a major meeting in 
Paris. In the days leading up to the presidential 
election on November 4, 1980, one would 
expect to hear the brothers discuss whether the 
Iranian government would hold up its end of 
the alleged bargain by refusing to release the 
hostages to the Carter Administration prior to 
election day. Similarly, in the aftermath of the 
Reagan victory, one would expect to hear the 
brothers exchange congratulations for having 
“pulled it off,’’ or comment on whether the in- 
coming Reagan Administration would keep its 
end of the alleged bargain by facilitating arms 
shipments to Iran. And somewhere amid these 
conversations, one would expect to hear a ref- 
erence to the Karrubi brothers and meetings in 
Madrid. 

Analysis of the tapes by the Task Force — and 
by a talented, thorough team of FBI person- 
nel — yielded none of the above. In fact, both 
the Task Force and FBI personnel are unaware 
of any references on the tapes to contacts be- 
tween anyone on the Reagan campaign and 
representatives of the Iranian government.’®® 
The Task Force believes that these omissions 
are highly probative with respect to whether 
the meetings in Madrid and Paris took place, 
particularly in light of the fact that Cyrus and 
Jamshid can often be heard discussing other 


sensitive matters, such as assistance to Adnniral 
Ahmed Madani and illegal arms sales to Iran. 

There would not be room in this report for 
the Task Force to recount each of the conver- 
sations between Cyrus and Jamshid Hashemi 
which, for the reasons stated above, merit at- 
tention. For purposes of illustration, however, 
the Task Force discusses below two of the 
more noteworthy conversations between the 
Hashemi brothers. 

a. January 20, 1981 

On the day of Ronald Reagan’s inauguration, 
a conversation occurred between Cyrus and 
Jamshid Hashemi as the release of the Ameri- 
can hostages in Iran was under way: 

JAMSHID: Say, they have left. 
Haven’t they? 

CYRUS: Yes, yes. 

JAMSHID: Have they arrived in Al- 
geria or not? 

CYRUS: No. It seems that it will 
take five hours. They left at 8:30 — 

8:31, to be exact. 

JAMSHID: Tehran time? 

CYRUS: Yes. That is 12:00 noon— 

12:01 our time here. 

« « « ♦ « 

JAMSHID: Say, now that they have 

removed the sanctions. . . . 

CYRUS: No. They have said nothing 
about it. 

* * * « ♦ 

JAMSHID: Well, what do you mean, 

they have not said anything? 

CYRUS: They have not said any- 
thing; that is it. 

JAMSHID: That it, what will they do 
to them? What will finally happen? 

CYRUS: Well, I think that, gradual- 
ly, that will also be lifted. They will 
certainly lift those. 

JAMSHID: Then, trade has re- 
opened? 
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CYRUS: Yes, it has reopened. 

JAMSHID: I see. 

CYRUS: Yes, of course. 

JAMSHID: Then, they will be ship- 
ping the Navy’s merchandise now? 

CYRUS: The merchandise that the 
Navy has here? 

JAMSHID. Yes. 

CYRUS: Well, they — well, some of 
these require export license — it has 
always required export license. Once 
they have obtained the export license, 
they will be shipped. [Of course,] Iran 
itself does not want some of it at all, 
you know. 

JAMSHID: Oh! 

CYRUS: Yes. They will be paid back 
[the cost of) those they do not want. 

JAMSHID: Well — then — I say — in 
these new things — will anything be 
coming your way to send my way, sir? 

CYRUS: Well, let us see. I myself do 
not want, you know, to do anything. In 
truth — even at the time — yesterday 
when I talked with them — I told 
Nabavi — said that I did not want any 
relationship at ail. It was because of 
the hostages, you know. It was an 
issue that I was involved with from the 
start until now; and — yes — it turned 
out well. 

JAMSHID: Yes. 

CYRUS: But then, I do not wish to 
have any involvement with them, in 
truth. 

JAMSHID: Well, you have been in- 
volved up to now; as they say, without 
pay or anything. 

CYRUS: Just so! Without pay or 
anything — no longer — without any 
use — not any more. 

JAMSHID: That is what I say. You 
were up until now . And now 

CYRUS: Even now — no, they are 
s.o.b.’s, you know. Not at all 

JAMSHID: Well, you could say, well 
gentlemen, I can no longer do it, but 


so and so [Translator: the reference is 
clear in Persian to mean Jamshid] will 
take my place. However, he, for exam- 
ple, thing 

CYRUS: Now, anyone who does any- 
thing, they think that he is getting paid 
five million dollars, you know. They 
are all like this. Now let us wait for the 
dust to settle some in two or three 
days — we shall see what will happen. 

JAMSHID: Ok. Ok. Well, do you 
have any command, any wish or any- 
thing to be done? 

CYRUS: Thank you. [Translator’s 
note: The rest of the conversation is 
devoted to Jamshid’s imminent move 
into a new space to be used as a 
carpet shop.] 

As in other conversations, the exchange be- 
tween Cyrus and Jamshid Hashemi is most no- 
table for words not spoken, rather than what is 
said — particularly given the dramatic events 
which are taking place as they are speaking. If 
there were any truth to the allegations of con- 
tacts with William Casey and meetings in 
Madrid and Paris, one would expect to hear 
Cyrus or Jamshid refer to these past efforts, 
and to the culmination of all they have worked 
for, amid news reports that Iran has finally re- 
leased the hostages. Instead, the conversation 
focuses on whether the U.S. Government has 
lifted trade sanctions. Jamshid, for his part, 
seems more interested in how he can profit fi- 
nancially from potential shipments of embar- 
goed military equipment originally intended for 
the Iranian navy. That the two alleged con- 
spirators make time to discuss Jamshid’s move 
into a new location for his carpet business 
while the hostages’ release is under way is par- 
ticularly striking. 

b. February 9, 1981 

On February 9, 1991, Jamshid telephoned 
Cyrus Hashemi. After they exchanged greetings 
and inquired about the health of their respec- 
tive family members, the following discussion 
occurred: 

JAMSHID: Our situation in Iran with 
our contacts has gotten to a stage 


where they want to send a group [or dele- 
gation] for 

CYRUS: Reza [Hashemi] told me. 

The problem is that there is no way to obtain 
visas [for them]. But if, in truth, the deal 
is a big one — and the deals [following] 
will be good ones, you go to London. 

JAMSHID: Well, I go to London 

CYRUS: Go to London — well, at last 
then — it might take two months — the 
problem is — you know what I mean? 

JAMSHID: What? 

CYRUS: As there is nothing now — 
there is no relationship. I have no rela- 
tionship with them to ask— for example — to 
issue visas. You know? 

JAMSHID: Yes. Well, I will have to 
sit down and talk with you about this 
issue. I want all of this — so to speak — 
you, at least, one hour — so that I — all 
these things that have been ex- 
changed. 

CYRUS: You can come any time you 
wish. If you wish you can come at be- 
tween two-thirty and three today.’®’ 

The Task Force cannot be certain about the 
precise nature of the delegation referred to by 
Jamshid or the “relationship” referred to by 
Cyrus. The conversation could be construed to 
mean that Jamshid and Cyrus are discussing 
the problem of obtaining visas for Iranians to 
travel to the United States. In this regard, 
Cyrus appears to be explaining that he has no 
relationship with U.S. Government officials to 
exploit in order to obtain the needed visas. 
This interpretation, if correct, would be at odds 
with the allegation that the Hashemi brothers 
had cultivated a relationship with William 
Casey, now the Director of the CIA. According 
to documents reviewed by the Task Force, the 
CIA under the Carter Administration assisted 
Jamshid in obtaining entry into the United 
States. Had the Hashemi brothers, as alleged, 
helped to “deliver” the election to Reagan, 
moreover, one would expect that the Reagan 
Administration could have assisted the Hashe- 
mis in a matter as simple as arranging for a 
visa. 


4. Attempts to Ward Off 
Indictment 

As discussed more fully below, on February 
4, 1984, Elliot Richardson met with lawyers for 
the CIA in connection with the impending in- 
dictment against Cyrus Hashemi, his client.’®* 
Richardson testified that the meeting had origi- 
nated with an earlier discussion between Rich- 
ardson and John Shaheen.’®* Richardson had 
gone to see Shaheen because Cyrus Hashemi 
had told him about his business dealings with 
Shaheen and Richardson knew that Shaheen 
had served in the OSS with Casey.”® According 
to Richardson, his purpose in seeing Shaheen 
was “to ask him generally what his view of Ha- 
shemi was, whether he thought [Hashemi] had 
sincerely made an effort to be of assistance 
with respect to the hostage crisis, and if so, 
would he, Shaheen, tell Mr. Casey what he 
knew about [Hashemi] . . .” Richardson re- 
called that he subsequently telephoned Casey 
and requested a meeting with somebody at the 
CIA to make his pitch on behalf of Hashemi.”^ 
During Richardson’s conversation with Casey, 
Casey mentioned that he had received a previ- 
ous call from Shaheen.”* 

Nothing in this series of events revealed to 
Richardson any existence of a prior relation- 
ship between Casey and Hashemi, as under- 
scored by the following exchange at Richard- 
son’ deposition: 

COUNSEL: During the period of 
your representation of Cyrus Hashemi, 
do you have any recollection of any re- 
lationship between Cyrus Hashemi and 
William Casey during this period? 

RICHARDSON: No. On the con- 
trary, my conversation with Mr. Sha- 
heen and my call to Mr. Casey were, 
to the best of my recollection, predi- 
cated on the understanding that there 
was no such relationship. 

COUNSEL: Did you advise Cyrus 
Hashemi of the fact that you were 
going to call Bill Casey? 

RICHARDSON: Yes. 

COUNSEL: And at the time that you 
advised him of that, do you have any 
specific recollection of whether Ha- 
shemi made a comment to you about 
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any relationship that he had with Bill 
Casey? 

RICHARDSON: I am quite sure that 
he did not. 

5. Purported Real Estate 
Transaction in 1979 

During Elliot Richardson’s meeting with CIA 
officials on February 4, 1984, Richardson de- 
scribed a prior meeting in mid- 1979 between 
Cyrus and John Shaheen. According to Rich- 
ardson, Shaheen showed Cyrus a letter at this 
meeting, purportedly signed by William Casey, 
which said that Cyrus Hashemi should be used 
as an intermediary in the purchase of a build- 
ing in New York from a foundation. Richard- 
son told CIA attorneys that this real estate 
transaction was completed successfully.^^® 

The Task Force had some concern about the 
weight to be given Richardson’s 1984 claim, 
given the lack of corroborating evidence of the 
letter’s existence. Not one of the witnesses con- 
tacted recalled seeing the letter. Even if found 
and authenticated, such a connection between 
Casey and Hashemi, without more, would not 
constitute substantiation for the allegations 
under investigation by this Task Force. 

In fact, however, the Task Force has found 
no evidence to corroborate Richardson’s repre- 
sentation to CIA officials regarding the alleged 
Casey letter. At his deposition, Richardson tes- 
tified that he had no recollection of the alleged 
letter. Similarly, William Wachtel, another 
lawyer retained by Cyrus Hashemi who also at- 
tended the February 4, 1984, meeting at the 
CIA, told the Task Force that he had no knowl- 
edge of the reported real estate transaction. 
Maureen McPartland Brokaw, who worked for 
John Shaheen from 1970 until his death in No- 
vember 1985, also told the Task Force that she 
knew nothing about the alleged Casey letter or 
the purported real estate transaction.*^’® Stanley 
Pottinger also testified that he has no knowl- 
edge of any involvement by Cyrus Hashemi in 
the real estate transaction mentioned by Elliot 
Richardson.”® 

CIA officials who attended the meeting with 
Richardson and Wachtel also could not provide 
the Task Force with any evidence to substanti- 
ate Richardson’s account regarding the alleged 
letter from Casey. John Rizzo, a CIA lawyer 
then assigned to the Directorate of Operations, 


testified that Richardson did not produce the 
letter to Agency officials during the meeting or, 
to his knowledge, at any subsequent point.’*® 
Nor, to Rizzo’s knowledge, did Richardson ever 
show the alleged letter to any officials else- 
where in the U.S. Government.’®* Similarly, 
Charles Cogan, who was then Chief of the Near 
East Division within the Directorate of Oper- 
ations, testified that he never received any evi- 
dence of the alleged letter.’®^ 
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35. G. Sick, October Surprise, at 85, 251 n.28. 
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80. Id at 134. 
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83. Id Aryanpour also asked Jamshid why Jamshid had not 
publicized his knowledge of the alleged meetings in Spain be- 
tween Casey and Kamibi. According to Aryanpour, Jamshid ex- 
plained that his brother Cyrus had been murdered by the Israeli 
government, and that he was afraid of suffering the same fate. Id. 
at 130. 

84. Id. at 139. Aryanpour had gone to Jamshid’s home to offer 
his condolences on the death of Jamshid’s father. Aryanpour tes- 
tified that this visit occurred approximately seven or eight 
months prior to his deposition, which took place on September 
1. 1992. Id. at 141. 

85. Id at 137-140. 
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88. Id at 141. 
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never discussed the subject of the alleged meetings in Spain. Id. 
at 134, 139. Based on the FBI’s electronic surveillance of Cyrus 
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and Cyrus Hashemi at least as late as November 14, 1980, when 
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90. Id. at 134. 
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92. Id at 136. 
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94. Bani-Sadr came to understand that Khomeini saw the hos- 
tage situation not as an international crisis between the United 
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allow Khomeini to seize the reigns of power and establish a fun- 
damentalist Islamic state. The creation of such a state would nec- 
essarily come at the expense of his presidency. President Abol 
Hassan Bani-Sadr Deposition (Sept. 24, 1992) at 3. (hereinafter 
"Bani-Sadr Sept. 24 Dep.’’) 
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97. Id. at 11-12. 
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“Moini Dep.’’). 
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100. Bani-Sadr Sept. 24 Dep. at 15. 
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102. Bani-Sadr Sept. 24 Dep. at 15. 
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107. Sadegh Ghotbzadeh was Iran’s foreign minister for a large 
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putting together the type of Islamic society that Ghotbzadeh en- 
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1 15. \ew York Times, Aug. 28, 1991, at Section 1, p. 21. 
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inafter “Bourguet Int.’’). 

121. Id. at 5. 
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125. Henry Kissinger was deposed by the Task Force and 
made no secret of his view that the U.S. government should have 
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hotel where Cyrus stayed. Id. at 82-83. 
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128. Homa Hashemi Dep. at 84. 
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equivocation, that the first set of meetings in Madrid occurred on 
two consecutive days. Gary Sick, Dec. 2 1 Dep. at 6. 


131 
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133. Letter from J. Stanley Pottinger to E. Lawrence Barcella, 
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Pottinger Deposition (Aug. 13, 1992) at 169 (hereinafter “Pot- 
tinger Aug. 13 Dep.”). 
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1992. Four other calls were placed on July 28 from Pottinger’s 
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visiting Cyrus’s home, were free to make calls, as were friends 
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141. Homa Hashemi Dep. at 144-45. Mrs. Hashemi also testi- 
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142. See generally Pottinger Aug. 13 Dep. at 41-174. 

143. Letter from T. Barry Kingham to E. Lawrence Barcella, 
Jr., Esq., November 2, 1992. See App. at 40. 

144. Pottinger Aug. 13 Dep. at 168-69. 
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146. Id. at 170. 

147. Id. at 171. 

148. Homa Hashemi Dep. at 102. 

149. Id. at 104. 
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“close” enough to Pottinger to call him at home. Id. at 104. 

151. Id. at 104. 
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153. Id. at 139-40. 

154. Id. at 141. Mrs. Hashemi added that she did not recall 
ever asking Cyrus for Ms. Torres’ home phone, or looking up 
Ms. Torres’ number in the telephone book. Id. at 144. 

155. Id. at 143. 


156. Alanna Torres Deposition (July 30, 1992) at 64 (herein- 
after “Torres Dep.”). 

157. Id. at 65. 

158. Id. at 65. 

159. Id. at 65-66. Out of nearly 1,800 hours of calls recorded, 
the FBI’s electronic surveillance picked up only one call from 
Mrs. Hashemi — a brief call on November 1, 1980, about arrang- 
ing for limousine service. Letter from Terry T. O’Connor, In- 
spector in Charge, Federal Bureau of Investigation, to E. Law- 
rence Barcella, Jr., Dec. 30, 1992. App. at 6-9. 

160. Paul Bahrami Interview (Sept. 14, 1992). 

161. Homa Hashemi Dep. at 156-57. 

162. Id. at 157. 

163. See G. Sick, October Surpnse at 81; Sonenshine, Three Days 
in July, Financial Times. June 21, 1991; Xightiine, The October Sur- 
pnse, ABC News, June 20, 1991 at 4-5. 

164. See Transcript, Frontline: Investigating the October Surprise, 
April 7, 1992, at 2-3 (reporting that Casey’s whereabouts cannot 
be conclusively established for the period of July 25-28, and that 
these dates “correspond to the times that we know the Hashemi 
brothers were in Madrid.”). 

165. Darrell Trent Deposition (July 31, 1992) at 5-6 (herein- 
after “Trent Dep.”). At the time, Mr. Trent was a Senior Re- 
search Fellow at Stanford University and was living in Portola 
Valley in northern California. Id. at 3. After Reagan’s inaugura- 
tion, he served until May 1983 as Deputy Secretary of Transpor- 
tation. Id. at 20. 

The Bohemian Grove is affiliated with the Bohemian Club in 
San Francisco, of which Mr. Trent is a member. Id. at 6. Each 
year, members and their guests attend a summer encampment at 
the “Grove” for a two-week period spanning three weekends. Id. 
By car, the Grove is approximately 90 minutes north of San Fran- 
cisco. Id. 

166. Trent Dep. at 10-11. Trent explained that there are 150 
different “small living divisions” at the Bohemian Grove. Id. at 
11-12. Trent was a member of the Parsonage Camp, which had 
approximately twelve members in 1980, excluding guests. Id. 

167. App. at 424-429. 

168. Trent Dep. at 9, 18; see App. at 429. Casey’s total charges 
indicate two days of room and board. The amount of charges on 
the “chit” bearing Casey’s name is $57.24. According to Trent, 
this amount indicates that Casey “was charged two days for 
breakfast and dinner, $27 each day plus tax.” Trent Dep. at 9, 

18. The chit itself shows that the costs of breakfast and dinner 
are $10.00 and $17.00, respectively. See App. at 430-431. After a 
thorough search of its records, the Bohemian Club in San Fran- 
cisco separately provided the Task Force with an invoice from the 
1980 summer encampment sent to William Casey, which showed 
the identical charges ($57.24) for room and board listed on the 
documents provided by Darrell Trent. See Letter from Robert Sa- 
trakian, Vice-President, Bohemian Club, to Douglas Edmonson, 
(September 30, 1992), and attachments. See App. at 424-425. 
Certain other expenses charged to Casey appear on Bohemian 
Grove records bearing an August 1980 entry date. According to 
Darrell Trent, however, the dates appearing on these records ap- 
parently may not necessarily coincide with the date on which the 
charges were incurred. Trent Dep. at 9, 28, 30. 

169. See App. at 430-431. 

170. Trent Dep. at 10, 21. Trent recalled that the first weekend 
of the 1980 Bohemian Grove occurred immediately after the Re- 
publican National Convention in Detroit, which ended on July 
17. Id. at 4. Trent testified that he attended the convention. Id. 
He also testified that after the convention he travelled by plane 
with Vice Presidential nominee George Bush to Houston, where 
a political rally took place. Id. at 5. From Houston, Trent flew to 
Los Angeles on the campaign plane, landing, he believed, on July 

19. Id. From Los Angeles, Trent believes that he flew to San 
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Francisco and relumed to his home in Portola Valley, which is 
located 35 miles south of San Francisco. Id. at 5-6. 

171. Trent Dep. at 21. 

172. Id. at 7. 21. 

173. /e/. at 7,9-10,21. 

174. Id. at 9. Other Grove members who attended the 1980 
summer encampment corroborated Trent’s assertion that the 
middle weekend was the most popular for guests. See, e.g., Mat- 
thew McGowan Deposition (Dec. 7, 1992). 

175. Id. 

176. Id. at 30. 

177. Id. at 30. 36-37. 

178. Id. at 22. 

179. Id. 

180. Bernard E. Smith, Jr. Deposition (Nov. 30, 1992) at 3, 
(hereinafter “Ben Smith Dep.”). This evidence consisted of con- 
temporaneous entries in Smith’s appointment calendar for 1980. 
See App. at 432-33. Smith testified that he, too, stayed in 1980 at 
the Parsonage Camp, of which he has been a member since 1973. 
Ben Smith Dep. at 2. 

181 Id. at 3. 

182. Id. 

183. Id. 

184. Id. at 4-5. Smith testified that he has known Trent for “at 
least twenty years.” Id. at 3-4. Documents obtained from the Bo- 
hemian Club in San Francisco further corroborate the testimony 
of Trent and Smith. An index card filed under the name “Wil- 
liam Casey” — found in a guest card file maintained since at least 
1972 — shows that Casey attended the Parsonage Camp in 1980 
as a guest of "Darrell M. Trent.” Letter from Robert Satrakian to 
Douglas Edmonson, September 30, 1992. See App. at 427. The 
card also indicates that Casey attended the Bohemian Grove on 
only two other occasions: in 1972, as a guest of Frank G. Cham- 
bers; and in 1981, as a guest of John A. McCone. Moreover, the 
card shows that Casey stayed at the “Mandalay” Camp while a 
guest of McCone, thereby precluding the possibility that the visit 
bv Clasey to the Grove which Ben Smith recalled might have 
taken place during some year other than 1980. 

185. Ben Smith Dep. at 7. Smith’s relationship with Casey went 
back several years. Smith recalled that he first met Casey when 
Casey was Chairman of the Securities and Exchange Commission 
during the Nixon Administration. Id. at 14. Beginning in the fall 
of 1979, Smith assisted Casey in fundraising activities in New 
York on behalf of Reagan. He remained in contact with Casey 
after Casey became chairman of the Reagan campaign in Febru- 
arv 1980. Id. at 4, 14. 

186. Id. at 5. 

187. Warren G. Poole Interview, (Dec. 9, 1992). 

188. Id. 

189. Id. 

190. Id.\ see Ben Smith Dep. at 6. The Task Force obtained a 
copy of the photograph which contained no indication of the 
date on which it was taken. Although Trent, Poole, and Smith 
appear in the photo, Casey does not. Bernard Smith testified, 
however, that attendees do not feel “any strong sense of obliga- 
tion” to attend the photo session, “and that we never had 100% 
attendance at those picture things.” Ben Smith Dep. at 6-7. 

191. Matthew McGowan Int. (Dec. 7, 1992). 

192. McGowan recalled that Casey was at Bohemian Grove as a 
guest of Darrell Trent. Id. 

193. Id. 

194. See App. at 434-45. 

195. Id. 

1%. Id. 

197. McGowan was interviewed by the Task Force on numer- 
ous occasions. He was also interviewed by the Senate Special 
Counsel. McGowan’s recollection as to which weekend he saw 
Casey was always unclear. 


198. Richard Alien provided the Task Force with personal 
records which contained an entry for August 1, 1980, relating to 
Casey. This entry consists of a notation for a meeting at 10:00 
a.m. and a scribbled picture of a table around which Allen noted 
the identities of the people in attendance. See App. at 446-47. 
Among those in attendance, Allen testified, were George Shultz, 
Alan Greenspan, and the initials “W.C.,” which Allen identified 
as William Casey. Allen Dep. at 13-14 (“There is no one else 
with these initials.”); The document does not indicate where this 
meeting took place. Another document from Allen’s records con- 
tains the notation “I Aug 80 — WJC @ RR Mtg.” An article ap- 
pearing in the August 2, 1980, edition of the Washington Star cor- 
roborates Allen’s records, reporting that Ronald Reagan met in 
Los Angeles on August 1 with “economic advisors and senior 
staff members.” Accompanying the article is a photograph of 
Reagan in Los Angeles with George Shultz and Alan Greenspan. 
Finally, Casey’s own calendar for August 1, 1980, contains the 
single entry “L.A.” See App. at 449. 

199. See App. at 448. Based on another notation appearing on 
this document, Allen testified that he probably was at the beach 
in New Jersey on August 2. Allen Dep. at 15. This testimony is 
corroborated by the entry “N.J.” on Allen’s calendar for August 
2, 1980. See App. at 450. Subsequent to Allen’s recollection that 
he was at the beach on August 2, he testified that “I would say 
there was 99% chance that I initiated this phone call and I can’t 
tell you whether or not I got through.” Allen Dep. at 15. 

200. Allen Dep. at 14-15. 

201. See App. at 448. See also Allen Dep. at 15. 

202. Pottinger Dec. 29 Dep. 

203. See App. at 451. 

204. For the reasons stated above, the Task Force believes that 
the calls to Torres were made by Cyrus Hashemi. 

205. Trent Dep. at 12. 

206. Id. at 8, 12-13, 25. 

207. Trent testified that “(ulsually the pattern that I try to 
follow, which isn’t uniform, is that I try to arrive the first week- 
end on a Thursday night. I usually arrive the second weekend on 
the afternoon on Thursday. And the third weekend is generally 
optional, but I try to be there on Friday and Saturday and leave 
on Sunday . . . ."Id. at 24. 

208. Id. at 26. 

209. Id. at 25. 

210. Id. at 25. In support of this possibility, Trent focused on a 
charge for medical treatment dated July 31, which would have 
been Thursday of the third weekend. Id. at 30. As Trent ob- 
served, “the records don’t show that I was there on Thursday the 
[31st].” Id. 

211. Peterson, Reagan Receives S24.9 Million from V.S., Washing- 
ton Post, July 25. 1980. See also Investigating the October Surprise, 
Frontline, April 7, 1992, at 2. 

212. See App. at 452. In addition. Casey’s appointment book 
for this date shows an engagement at 12:30 p.m. at the George- 
town Club. See App. at 453. 

213. Thomas Casey, who was William Casey’s driver at the 
time, testified that he recalled driving Casey to Dulles Airport on 
a Friday in order for Casey to fly to California to attend the Bo- 
hemian Grove festivities. Thomas Casey Deposition (Dec. 10. 
1992) at 25-26. Thomas Casey also recalled picking up Casey 
(wearing casual clothes) at Dulles Airport on a Sunday — a 
memory that he associates with Casey’s return from California. 
Id. at 26-29. In addition, he recalled driving Casey to the airport 
in Washington for Casey to fly to London to attend an “OSS 
conference”. Id. at 30-31. As to this matter, the Task Force has 
concluded that Thomas Casey’s testimony is contradicted by the 
weight of the evidence. First, Thomas Casey emphasized during 
his deposition that he cannot vouch for the sequence of events as 
recalled in his testimony. Id. at 30. Second, his testimony directly 
contradicts the credible testimony of Darrell Trent, who said that 



he drove Casey from ihe Bohemian Grove on Sunday, July 27 to 
the airport in San Francisco where, Trent recalled, Casey was 
catching a plane to London. Further, if Casey had disembarked in 
Washington — rather than flying directly from San Francisco to 
London — he almost certainly could not have arrived in London 
by the afternoon of Monday. July 28, when he was first seen at 
the Imperial War Museum. 

214. Sfe App. at 454. 

215. TTie Task Force has been unable to corroborate other evi- 
dence of Casey’s activities on July 25. Casey’s appointment book 
for July 25 contains an entry for a meeting at 10:00 a.m. with Bay 
Buchanan and Verne Orr. A loose calendar page is consistent 
with that entry. Both the appointment book and the loose calen- 
dar page also show a meeting scheduled for 1 1:00 a.m. with John 
Marsh. Ms. Buchanan and Mr. Orr testified that they frequently 
met with Mr. Casey during the course of the campaign, but nei- 
ther had records or a specific recollection of a meeting on July 
25. Verne Orr Deposition (Sept. 30, 1992) at 13 (hereinafter 
“Orr Dep.’’); Bay Buchanan Deposition (Sept. 17, 1992) at 30 
(hereinafter “Buchanan Dep.’’). Both Buchanan and Orr testified 
that if they had met with Casey on this date, the meeting most 
likely would have taken place in the Washington, D.C. area. Orr 
Dep. at 15; Buchanan Dep. at 31. Ms. Buchanan recalled that she 
had already moved to Washington by the time the Reagan cam- 
paign headquarters officially opened — i.e., on July 21 — and that 
she did not return to California until after 1980. Buchanan Dep. 
at 31. Similarly, Orr testified that he arrived in Washington in 
June 1980 and did not return to California until the night before 
the November election. Orr Dep. at 15. The Task Force deter- 
mined that the John Marsh referred to on Casey’s calendar is 
now deceased. 

216. Trent Dep. at 8-9. 

217. Id. at 8. 

218. Id. at 8, 33. Regarding his recollection that Casey was on 
his way to London, Trent testified: “1 don’t know whether that 
was triggered by some of the information that 1 have heard since 
on the reason for the investigation, or whether in fact he did say 
that he was going to London. But my impression has been that 
he went to the airport in the afternoon, he got on a flight to go 
to Europe.’’ Id. at 33. 

219. Letter from Arthur L. Funk to William J. Casey (Jan. 11, 
1979). See App. at 455. 

220. Id.\ see abo l.etter from Arthur L. Funk to Sir William 
Deakin (Mar. 5, 1979) (relating that Casey plans to present a 
paper on “Secret Operations” during World War II, with an em- 
phasis on operations in France and Germany). See App. at 456. 

221. Richard B. Wirthlin Deposition at 67-68 (hereinafter 
“Wirthlin Dep.’’). 

222. Jonathan Chadwick Interview (Aug. 19, 1992) (hereinafter 
“Chadwick Ini.”). See abo App. at 457. (Reflecting handwritten 
note of July 16, 1980 phone conversation between Funk and 
Chadwick). 

223. See Letter from Arthur L. Funk to Jonathan L. Chadwick 
(Jul. 3, 1980). See App. at 458. 

224. Chadwick Int. (Aug. 19, 1992). 

225. Id 

226. Id. 

227. Id. 

228. See App. at 459-462. 

229. Trent Dep. at 8-9. 

230. Id. at 8, 33. 

231. Records from the Royal Army Medical College, where 
Casey stayed in London, do not resolve the question of when 
Casey arrived in England. Guests were not required to sign a 
register when they checked in. Major General Patrick Crawford 
Interview, Commandant and Post Graduate Dean, Royal Army 
Medical College Headquarters, (Aug. 21, 1992) at 7 (hereinafter 
“Crawford Int.”). The “mess bill” for Casey shows a lodging 
charge for the night of July 27 and a charge for breakfast on the 


morning of July 28. Crawford Int. at 3. See App. at 463. Accord- 
ing to the Commandant of the College, however, the College re- 
gards advance bookings as contracts, and guests are charged for 
any lodging and meals that they book in advance, regardless of 
whether they actually stay the night or eat the meal. Crawford 
Int. at 2-4. Therefore, the mere presence of charges on Casey’s 
mess bill for the night of July 27 and the morning of July 28 does 
not establish that Casey was in London at those times. See Id. at 
3. 

232. See App. at 464-466. (Letter from Ray Grainger, British 
Airways, to Douglas Edmonson (Oct. 22, 1992)). 

233. See App. at 358-359. Schedule for conference). 

234. For example, the attendance chart shows that Reginald 
Jones, a professor at the University of Aberdeen, was present 
during all of the events on the first two days of the conference. 
Professor Jones, however, gave credible testimony that he did not 
arrive at the conference on the first day “until pretty well cocktail 
time,” and that he did not attend any conference events on the 
second day. Professor Reginald V. Jones Interview (Aug. 20, 
1992) at 4, 8 (hereinafter ‘Jones Int.”). Professor Jones also pro- 
vided the Task Force with copies of his July 1980 calendar en- 
tries, which fully corroborate his recollection. See App. at 
467-472. 

235. See Chadwick Int. at 5, 13-14; See abo App. at 459-462. 
(Chadwick’s attendance chart). 

236. Chadwick Int. 

237. See App. at 459-462. 

238. Id. 

239. Chadwick Int. at 10-11. 

240. Id. at 10. 

241. Chadwick explained to the Task Force that “I had a check 
against [Casey] for that session meaning that 1 expected him to 
be there. . . . Then when the session began, the way it reads to 
me, I cancelled that check by putting a cross diagonal over it in a 
barrow because I looked around the room and he was not there.” 
Interview with Jonathan Chadwick at 10. Chadwick added that 
the session must still have been in progress in order for him to 
have noticed Casey. Id. at 11. He testified that “(ojiherwise we 
would have all been up in the corridor having lea and I might 
not have seen him. I think that means he came into the room, we 
were about to break, for tea, because it was scheduled from 4:00 
to 4:30.” Id. Task Force Counsel asked Chadwick why he noted 
Casey’s late arrival at the afternoon session on July 28 when he 
did not appear to note late arrivals for any other conferees. In 
response, Chadwick explained that he was personally excited that 
Casey was going to be at the conference because “here was a guy 
who was working with ‘Wild Bill’ [Donovan]!” Id. In any event, 
the accuracy of Chadwick’s handwritten annotation is supported 
by its uniqueness. Only one box out of more than one thousand 
shows when a conferee arrived at, or departed, an event, and that 
is the entry for Casey’s initial arrival at 4:90 p.m. on July 38. The 
Task Force believes that Chadwick, excited about the appearance 
of an associate of ‘Wild Bill’ Donovan’s, made a special point of 
recording Casey’s arrival on his chart. 

242. Robert Dallek Deposition (Aug. 24, 1992) at 13-15 (here- 
inafter “Dallek Dep”). 

243. Id at 13-15. 

244. Id. at 12, 14, 45-46. 

245. Murray Dep. at 5-6. 

246. Id. at 6-7. 

247. Id. at 6-7. 

248. See Sir James Murray Deposition (June 12, 1992) at 10 
(hereinafter “Murray Dep.”); Chadwick Int. at 14; Jones Dep. at 
5; Dallek Dep. at 55-58; Donald Cameron Watt Interview (June 
23, 1992). 

249. Dallek Dep. at 55-58; Jones Int. at 5; Murray Dep. at 10. 
Sir James Murray recalled that he introduced Casey to the 
woman who later became his wife. Murray Dep. at 10. Professor 
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Dallek testified that he took a long walk with Casey through the 
Imperial War Museum during the reception, during which they 
reviewed exhibits of World War Il-era weaponry. Dallek Dep. at 
55-58. Dallek also identified a photograph of Casey. Dallek, 
Arthur Funk, Martin Blumenson, and Blumenson’s wife, which 
was taken during the reception. Id. at 58-59. See App. at 473 
(photograph taken at reception). 

250. Jones Dep. at 5-6. Mr. Deutsch was one of the American 
professors attending the conference. See also Arthur L. Funk 
Interview (Dec. 24, 1992) at 5. 

251. Id. at 5. Professor Jones made an entry in his diary re- 
garding the event, which he showed to Task Force counsel. Id. at 
9. 

252. Id. at 6. 

253. See App. at 474. The invoice was among Casey’s personal 
records at his McLean, Virginia home. 

254. As described on the invoice, the titles of the books are 
Special Operations Europe: Top Secret; Who Dares Wins; and Master of 
Deception. Bernadette Casey Smith, William Casey’s daughter, 
testified that Hatchard’s was her father’s favorite book store in 
London. Smith Dep. at 96-97. Illustrative of Casey’s penchant for 
book-buying, Ms. Smith also testified that when Casey was DCI, 
“every place he stopped he had — they had to do two things: the 
Catholic Church and the book store. He always got to the book 
store.” Id. at 98. 

255. Jones Int. at 5. 

256. Chadwick Int. at 21. 

257. Dallek Dep. at 22-23, 59. 

258. Id. at 23. 

259. Id. at 23-24. 

260. Id. at 24. 

261. Id. at 24-25, 60; Chadwick Int. at 15. 

262. See App. at 459-462. 

263. Murray Dep. at 6-8. Murray testified that he and Casey 
were at a table with “a number of other people,” but he could 
not remember the names of these individuals. Id. at 9. 

264. Id. at 9. 

265. See App. at 459-462. 

266. Chadwick Int. at 16. 

267. Murray Dep. at 1 1. 

268. See App. at 475. 

269. Jonathan Chadwick testified that “it turned out that 
[Casey] had gone sometime on the 29th,” but he did not elabo- 
rate on the basis for this comment. Chadwick Int. at 16. 

270. See App. at 476. Some published accounts concerning the 
allegations under investigation have suggested that Casey’s 
evening engagement at the Alibi Club was a private dinner be- 
tween George Bush and Casey, and that the purpose of the 
dinner related to Casey’s attendance at secret meetings in 
Madrid. See G. Sick, October Surprise at 81; Xightline: The October 
Surprise, ABC News, June 20, 1991, at 4. This theory is refuted by 
a telephone message that Justine Marks, a secretary at Reagan 
campaign headquarters, took for James Baker on the afternoon of 
July 24. This message, which was from Jennifer Fitzgerald, stated 
as follows: “Amb. Bush. Informal dinner party [at] Alibi Club 
July 30, 1806 I. ST. N.W. 6:45 p.m. till 9 p.m. STAG.” See App. 
at 477. 

271. Sightline: The October Surprise, ABC News, June 20, 1991, at 
4. 

272. See subsection B, supra. 

273. Id.; Khan Dep. at 63-64. 

274. Selecting August 15 as the beginning of the second 
Madrid meetings is based on the Task Force’s analysis that July 
29 — when “Abdullah Hashemi” checked out of the Plaza Hotel — 
is the most likely end date for the first round of meetings. 

275. Khan Dep. at 123. 

276. See App. at 386 for a complete picture of Casey’s where- 
abouts during August 1980. 

277. See App. at 478 (signed American Express receipt). 


278. See App. at 479. 

279. See App. at 480. 

280. See App. at 481. Bernadette Casey Smith testified that she 
and her mother did not often go to the Creek Club during the 
summer of 1980, and that the most plausible explanation of the 
August 8 charge is that they were incurred by Bill Casey and/or a 
guest with Casey. Smith Deps. at 90. Owen Smith testified that 
Bernadette “would not have had the right to sign because she 
was not a minor [in 1980] and her mother would not have gone 
there alone.” Smith Deps. at 90. 

281. Frank Fahrenkopf Interview (Dec. 21, 1992) (hereinafter 
“Fahrankoph Int.”) (adopting memo of interview under oath as 
accurate); Frederick K. Beibel Interview (Dec. 21, 1992) (adopt- 
ing memo of interview under oath as accurate) (hereinafter 
“Biebel Int.”). Biebel also recalled that Casey stayed at the 
Pheasant Run Restaurant outside of Chicago, where the confer- 
ence was held and where Beibel and his wife stayed. 

282. See App. at 482. 

283. Fahrenkopf Int.; Biebel Int. 

284. Biebel had a specific recollection that, upon leaving Chi- 
cago, Casey discovered that he had left his return airline ticket at 
the hotel. He further recalled that Casey had a new ticket printed 
at O’Hare Airport, and that he and Casey flew back together to 
Washington on the same flight. Biebel Int. 

285. Casey Dep. at 14; see also Transcript, Frontline: Investigating 
the October Surprise. Apr. 7, 1992, at 3. 

286. Id. at 14. 

287. See App. at 483. 

288. Transcript, Frontline: Investigating the October Surprise, PBS, 
Apr. 7, 1992, at 3. 

289. See App. at 484. 

290. See App. at 486. 

291. A search by the U.S. Customs Service of customs declara- 
tions forms processed in 1980 did not produce a single match for 
a William Casey with the date of birth of March 13, 1913. See 
Memorandum from Rod MacDonald, Director, Office of Enforce- 
ment Systems, to Jim King, Office of Enforcement, U.S. Customs 
Service, (Dec. 10, 1992). See App. at 485. According to this 
search, someone by the name of William Casey arrived in Mon- 
treal at noon on August 11, 1980. This entry does not include a 
date of birth for the individual in question, however, and the 
Customs search revealed that there were numerous individuals 
with the name of William Casey who submitted declarations 
forms in 1980. Thus, there is no evidentiary basis to link the U.S. 
Customs entry for August 11, 1980, to the William J. Casey who 
served as Ronald Reagan’s campaign manager. Further, as noted 
above, credible testimony from Frank Fahrenkopf and Frederick 
Biebel— corroborated by Casey’s calendars indicate that he was 
attending the national conference of Republican State Chairman 
on August 1 1, 1980. 

292. Pottinger testified that he is “virtually certain” that he 
made this call. Pottinger Dec. 29 Dep. 

293. Id. Two other calls lasting 3 minutes each were also made 
on August 3 from Pottinger’s office to Hashemi’s office. 

294. Id. 

295. Id. 

296. Id\ see also Letter from T. Barry Kingham to E. Lawrence 
Barcella, Esq. (Nov. 2, 1992). See App. at 401. 

297. Pottinger Dec. 29 Dep. 

298. Id. 

299. Id. 

300. Id. 

301. Id. 

302. Id. 

303. Pottinger’s time sheets for August 18, however, show that 
he phoned Cyrus Hashemi on that date. Id. 

304. See App. at 487. 

305. See App. at 488. 



306. Margarei Gregg Deposition (Sept. 17, 1992) at 13 (herein- 
after “M. Gregg Dep."). 

307. Id. 

308. Id. at 13-14. 

309. See App. at 487. 

310. See App. at 488. The calendar entry also indicates that 
Mrs. Gregg’s aunt and uncle were present at brunch. M. Gregg 
Dep. at 14. 

311. Id. at 13. 26-28. 

312. Donald Gregg Deposition (October 21, 1992) at 9 (here- 
inafter “D. Gregg Dep.”). Gregg added that the Department of 
Defense, in response to a Freedom of Information request, has 
confirmed his presence at Camp Perry on July 28, 1980. D. 
Gregg Dep. at 10-11. 

313. Id. at 11. 

314. Id. at 19-20; M. Gregg Dep. at 27-28. 

315. Id. at 11-12. Mr. Gregg also testified that one of the 
American hostages in Iran was a close friend of his. Id at 13. In a 
previous written response to questions from the Senate October 
Surprise investigation, Gregg testified that the idea that he would 
delay his friend’s release in any way was “particularly repugnant 
to me personally.” Letter from Donald P. Gregg to Senators 
Terry Sanford and James Jeffords (June 26, 1992) at 4. See App. 
at 489-493. 

316. D. Gregg Dep. at 2. 

317. Id. at 3. 

318. Id. Gregg testified that Gary Sick had primary responsibil- 
ity on the NSC for the Iranian hostage crisis. Id. 

319. Samuel Hoskinson Deposition (Oct. 27, 1992) at 4-5 
(hereinafter "Hoskinson Dep.”). 

320. Id. at 14. Hoskinson added that Donald Gregg was a 
member of the NSC’s senior staff who would “answer directly to 
Brzezinski.” Id. at 15. 

321. Id. at 15. 

322. George Cave Dep. (Oct. 30, 1992), at 13-14. 

323. Frontline: Investigating the October Surprise, PBS, Apr. 7, 1992. 

324. See FBIS Daily Report on South Asia (editions for July 23- 
August 18, 1980). 

325. Tehran IRNA in English, May 31, 1985; Tehran Domestic 
Service, May 30, 1985. 

326. Madani Dep. at 93, 119, 122-23. Madani told the Task 
Force that this was the first time he met Hassan Karrubi. Id. at 
119. 

327. Id. at 122. 

328. Id. at 1 19-20. 

329. Id. at 130-31. Madani added that he has never met with 
Mehdi Karrubi outside of Iran, and that he has no knowledge 
that Mehdi Karrubi has ever traveled outside of Iran. Madani 
probably was referring to 1980, as he later indicated that he had 
met with Mehdi Karrubi outside of Iran some lime after 1980. 
Houshang Aryanpour Telephone Interview (Dec. 29, 1992). 
Madani also indicated that the only Karrubi with whom he met in 
1980 was Hassan, not Mehdi. Id. 

330. Sadegh Tabatabai Deposition (Nov. 5, 1992) at 20-21. 
Ayatollah Khomeini’s son married Tabatabai’s sister, and two of 
Khomeini’s grandchildren are married to two of Tabatabai’s 
brothers. Id. at 3. During the period of late November 1979 and 
February 1981, Tabatabai served as Deputy Minister President 
and spokesman for the Iranian government. Id. 

331. Id. at 9. 

332. Id. at 9. Tabatabai had no opinion on whether Karrubi’s 
brother, Hassan, might have traveled to Madrid. Id. 

333. Id. at 9. 

334. Hamid Reza Naghasian Interview (Nov. 20, 1992). 

335. Id. 

336. Id. 

337. Id. 

338. Id. 

339. Id. 


340. Aryanpour Dep. at 117. Aryanpour observed that Mehdi 
Karrubi had assisted Khomeini while he was in exile prior to the 
Iranian revolution. Id. 

341. Id. at 119. 

342. Id. at 117-118. 

343. Id. at 118. 

344. Id. at 118. 

345. Id. at 118-119. Aryanpour surmised that “I don’t even 
think that Khomeini knew that [Hassan Karrubi] exists.” Id. 
Aryanpour did testify, however, that Hassan was in contact with 
Cyrus and Jamshid Hashemi, and that Jamshid would provide 
Hassan with lodging whenever Hassan travelled to London. Id. at 
120, 122-23. Similar testimony regarding the relationship be- 
tween Hassan Karrubi and Jamshid Hashemi was provided by 
Homa Hashemi, Cyrus Hashemi’s former wife. Homa Hashemi 
Dep. at 68. 

346. Interview' with Shirah Neiman, Assistant U.S. Aliomey, 
Southern District of New York. 

347. Memorandum for the Record by Lee S. Strickland, Assist- 
ant General Counsel (Feb. 7, 1984). See App. at 494-497. 

348. See App. at 498-499 (Letter from Jamshid Hashemi to 
Arnold Raphel). 

349. Interview with Shirah Neiman, Assistant U.S. Attorney, 
Southern District of New York. 

350. William Wachlel Interview (Oct. 26, 1992) (hereinafter 
“Wachiel Inl.”). 

351. Id. 

352. Id. 

353. Id. 

354. See Section XI, infra. 

355. Elliot Richardson Deposition (Sept. 16, 1992) at 20 (here- 
inafter “Richardson Sept. 16 Dep.”). 

356. Id. at 16, 22-23. 

357. Id. at 43. 

358. Id. at 20-21. 

359. Id. at 21. 

360. Id. at 10-11. 

361. Id. at 26. 

362. See G. Sick, October Surprise at 85. 

363. Madani Dep. at 123-24, 130-31. 

364. Id. at 125-26. Sick, also under oath, reaffirmed that in the 
course of an interview. Admiral Madani told him that he had 
knowledge of the Hashemi brothers’ 1980 activities, including 
“Madrid and all that”. Sick Dep. (Nov. 21, 1992), at 31. 

365. Transcript, Frontline: The Election Held Hostage, PBS, Apr. 
16, 1991, at 8. 

366. Arif Durrani Deposition (Sept. 30, 1992) at 61-63, 66, 81. 

367. Id. at 71-72. 

368. Id. at 69-71. 

369. Id. at 67-68, 74-76, 89. 

370. Id. at 55, 82. 

371. Id. at 89-90. 

372. Id. at 85. 

373. Id. at 96-97. When pressed further by counsel, Durrani 
said that he “probably . . . misunderstood” the reporter’s ques- 
tion. Id. at 97. Durrani subsequently stated that he has “no direct 
knowledge” of any meetings at which Casey was present in 1980. 
Id. 

374. Id. at 99-100. 

375 G. Sick, October Surprise at 85 & 251 n.29. 

376. For example, Rupp testified that he was “not sure” 
whether William Casey was on board a flight he claimed to have 
made to Madrid during the summer of 1980. Heinrich Rupp 
Deposition (Oct. 8, 1992) at 58 (hereinafter “Rupp Dep.“). 

377. Id. at 176-77. When asked whether he had ever told 
anyone that he had flown Bill Casey to Madrid in 1980, Rupp re- 
sponded, “I don’t think so.” Id. at 177. 

378. Id. at 179. 
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379. Id. ai 179-80. 

380. Id at 30. 

381. Id at 30-31, 85-86. 

382. Written submission furnished by the Government of Israel 
to the Task Force (hereinafter “GOI Repon”). See App. at 500- 
563. During the period of 1980-82, Eitan served as the advisor 
on counterterrorism to the Israeli Prime Minister. Id. 

383. Id Saguy served as Director of Israeli Military Intelligence 
of the Israel Defense Forces between February 1979 and August 
1983. Id 

384. Id 

385. See App. at 500-563. 

386. Id 

387. Id 

388. Id 

389. Id 

390. Id 

391. Ben-Menashe’s military records indicate that there were 
only six slots in his unit, and that his slot was shifted “on paper” 
in order to make room for another translation. 

392. GOI written submission. 

393. Id 

394. According to Israeli Defense Force records, for example. 
Ben-Menashe went abroad on March 3, 1979, to Cyprus and 
Greece and in July 11, 1979, to the United States and Canada. Id 
In 1980, Ben-Menashe went on personal leave from April 15, 
1980 through May 5, 1980. Throughout July and August 1980, 
he was in Israel. Id. 

395. Id 

396. Id 

397. Id 

398. Id 

399. Id 

400. Id Saguy, moreover, told Israeli authorities that Ben-Men- 
ashe never panicipated in any discussion held in Saguy’s pres- 
ence. Id. 

401. GOI written submission. 

402. Id 

403. Id Kashani, for his part, denies that he has ever met Ben- 
Menashe, although he says that he did travel to Israel in 1980. 
The Task Force located Kashani in Madrid. He refused both to 
permit the interview to be tape-recorded or to swear or afFirm to 
its accuracy. Consequently, the Task Force does not credit or rely 
on the interview. 

404. Earl Brian Deposition before Senate Foreign Relations 
Subcommittee on Near East & South Asian Affairs (Jul. 28, 1992) 
at 12. 

405. Francisco J. Carmona Interview, Passport Agency, U.S. 
Department of State (July 29, 1980). 

406. Brenneke 1990 calendar (Nov. 2, 1990) lines 34-38. Ser 
App. at 564. 

407. In an interview in 1991 with Joel Bleifuss, Ben-Menashe 
said that he was the author of the note that Lavi had first claimed 
in 1988 to have been his {i.e., Lavi’s) note. That note was pub- 
lished in Barbara Honegger’s 1989 book, October Surprise. B. Hon- 
egger, October Surprise at 16. In addition, Lavi had provided the 
note to other journalists in early 1989 including Steven Emerson, 
then with U.S. News and World Report. Reporter’s notes provid- 
ed to Task Force by Steven Emerson (Sept. 1992). Gary Sick 
later alleged that the note was actually “discovered by journalist 
Robert Parry in 1990 among a jumble of papers in the briefcase 
of Ari Ben-Menashe while Ben-Menashe was in custody in New 
York.” G. Sick, October Surprise at 120. 

408. Richard Babayan Deposition (Sept. 19, 1992) at 18. Ba- 
bayan claimed that except for William Casey, Baranriz did not 
tell him the names of any other participants at the Madrid meet- 
ings. Id at 15-16. 

409. Id at 31. 


410. Id. at 31. Babayan testified that Baranriz “may have told 
me but I don’t remember.” Id. 

411. Id at 5, 7. 

412. Id at 27-28. 

413. Id at 29. 

414. When asked whether his Paris “sighting” of Casey could 
have taken place in July 1980, Babayan maintained his position 
that it had occurred in July. Id at 30. 

415. See Letter from Terry O’Connor, Inspector in Charge, 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, to Hon. Lee Hamilton (Oct. 27, 
1992) (criminal record check evidencing arrests in Florida for 
crimes ranging from insufficient funds to grand larceny, racket- 
eering, securities fraud, and misrepresentation to acquire narcot- 
ics). See App. at 574-580. 

416. Khan Dep. at 14-16. 

417. Id at 62-63; Id at 77-78, 81. 

418. Islam Kazemieh Interview (Nov. 22, 1992). 

419. Id 

420. Id Kazemieh and others also informed the Task Force 
that Jamshid had ties to the Iraqi government dating back to a 
period preceding the fall of the Shah, when Jamshid made anti- 
Shah radio broadcasts from Baghdad. Id 

421. Kazemieh’s testimony is also corroborated by credible tes- 
timony from another Iranian national whose identify the Task 
Force agreed to protect. 

422. Aryanpour Dep. at 105. Aryanpour had taken political 
refuge in Germany with Madani in early October 1980 after the 
two men fled Iran and spent interim periods of refuge in Istanbul 
and Lisbon. Id. at 83, 93-94. 

423. Id at 95-96. 

424. Id at 93, 106. 

425. Id at 105-106. 

426. Id at 105-106. Ahmadi told Aryanpour that he saw Jam- 
shid in Baghdad after the Iran-Iraq war had begun. Id at 106. 

427. FBI Electronic Surveillance of Cyrus Hashemi (Nov. 14, 
1980). 

428. Id Cyrus Hashemi told Aryanpour that he “had not hear 
at all” about this matter. Id When asked whether Madani had ap- 
proved this letter, Aryanpour testified that “I know anybody 
fighting with Iran, destroying Iran, killing Iranians, has no place 
with Madani ... I don’t think Madani would ever write a letter 
to a man who has invaded Iran, who has destroyed part of Iran.” 
Aryanpour Dep. at 107. 

429. Khan Dep. at 34. 

430. Id 

431. Id at 39. 

432. Mahmoud Moini-Eraghi Deposition (Oct. 15, 1992) at 
35-37, 51-52, 59 (hereinafter “Moini Dep.”). According to 
Moini-Eraghi, Jamshid was particularly galled by the fact that 
Moini-Eraghi had used Jamshid’s office telephone in Stamford, 
Connecticut to make arrangements for Passindideh to attend the 
meeting in Madrid. Id at 35-37. According to Moini-Eraghi, Jam- 
shid knew in advance that a meeting with Passindideh was being 
arranged, and that Moini-Eraghi was going to attend the meeting. 
Id at 36. 51. 

433. Id at 36, 51. 

434. Id. at 36-37, 51. Moini-Eraghi testified that Jamshid “told 
me 1 had been a traitor. V'ou have been with me and you were 
supposed to do joint business and you have done it with Cyrus 
and Cyrus is junk. Why you went with Cyrus? I have a very bril- 
liant future and you have missed me . . .” Id. at 37. 

435. Id at 52, 60. 

436. Id at 60. 

437. Pottinger Aug. 5 Dep. at 144. 

438. Pottinger Dec. 29 Dep. 

439. Pottinger Dec. Telephone Dep. at 10-11. Pottinger pre- 
pared the chronology for Elliot Richardson “as a resource for 
[Richardson’s] upcoming meetings with attorneys and State De- 



partment oflicials” on behalf of Cyrus Hashemi. Undated cover 
memorandum to Pottinger chronology of hostage-related events 
(hereinafter Pottinger Chronology). See App. at 565-571. 

440. Pottinger Chronology (cover memorandum). Pottinger 
confirmed to the Task Force that the “interviews with Cyrus Ha- 
shemi referenced in the cover memorandum are interviews that 
he conducted with Hashemi in 1980. Pottinger Dec. 22 Dep. at 
10 - 12 . 

441. Pottinger Chronology at 44-48. See App. at 565-571. 

442. Marlin Kilian Interview (July 23, 1992). Kilian declined to 
meet with the Task Force again for a formal depositon. On No- 
vember 17, 1992, the Task Force sent a letter to Kilian, asking 
him to meet with the Task Force staff and discuss his meetings 
with several of the individuals who have advanced October Sur- 
prise allegations. See App. at 329-330. The Task Force received 
no response from Kilian. 

443. Id. Kilian's testimony was corroborated by Gary Sick, who 
testified that Kilian had informed him about Kilian’s May 1989 
interview with Jamshid, and that Kilian did not mention any com- 
ments by Jamshid about meetings in Madrid between Casey and 
Mehdi Karrubi. Sick Dec. 21 Dep. at 3-4. 

444. Khan Dep. at 89-92. When confronted by counsel with a 
transcript from the June 20, 1991, Nightline broadcast, in which 
Ted Koppel reports that Jamshid mentioned Cyrus Hashemi’s at- 
tendance at meetings in Paris, Jamshid denied telling Koppel 
about the Paris meetings, then promptly asked for a recess to 
consult with his counsel. Khan Dep. at 90-91. After reluming 
from the recess, Jamshid again denied that Cyrus had ever told 
him he attended meetings in Paris. Id. at 91-92. 

445. Id. at 71-73. 123. 

446. NtghiUne: The October Surprise, ABC, June 20, 1991, at 2. 

447. Khan Dep. at 60. 

448. Id. at 61-62. 

449. Transcript, Frontline: The Election Held Hostage, PBS, Apr. 
16, 1991, at 7. In addition, Gary Sick testified that Jamshid made 
it clear to him during their interviews that Casey had agreed with 
Karrubi to delay the release of the hostages in return for the in- 
coming Reagan Administration’s assistance in facilitating arms 
shipments to Iran. Sick Dec. 21 Dep. at 14-16. 

450. Khan Dep. at 130-31. 

451. Transcript, Nighthne: The October Surprise, ABC, June 20, 
1991, at 2. 

452. Khan Dep. at 102. 120-22. 

453. Mahmoud (Max) Moini-Eraghi testified that Jamshid Ha- 
shemi “was never telling truth to anybody.” Moini Dep. at 88. 
George Cave, an expert on Iranian affairs at the CIA, testified 
that he informed a senior Agency official in 1980 that “we were 
dealing with a world class sleaze” given Jamshid’s documented 
history of prevarication. George Cave Dep. (Oct. 30, 1992) at 8. 
Admiral Houshang Aryanpour, in a telephone conversation with 
Cyrus Hashemi on November 14, 1980, told Cyrus that Jamshid 

has published a circular on behalf of the National Front Party,” 
and that “the signatures were forgeries.” FBI Electronic Surveil- 
lance of Cyms Hashemi (Nov. 14. 1980). Charles Cogan. who 
served as Chief of the Near East Division of the CIA’s Directorate 
of Operations during the 1979-1980 period, has characterized 
Jamshid as “a swindler.” Charles Cogan Testimony before Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations Subcommittee on Near East 8c 
South Asian Affairs (June 25, 1992). 

454. Madani had known Cyrus and Jamshid Hashemi from 
their days in the early 1950’s in Tehran, where their families 
were neighbors. Madani Dep. at 14, 17. 

455. See, e.g.. Action Memorandum from Harold Saunders to 
the Secretary of Slate, through David Newsom (Jan. 2, 1980); 
CIA Investigative File (Document dated Dec. 28. 1979). See App. 
at 781-793. According to Frank Anderson, who then worked on 
Iranian affairs for the CIA, the Hashemi brothers had been 
brought to the attention of the CIA by Harold Saunders, the As- 
sistant Secretary of Stale for Near Eastern and South Asian Af- 


fairs. Frank Anderson Deposition (Oct. 27, 1992) at 5. Saunders 
had told the Agency that the Hashemis could contribute to the 
political advancement of Madani, who, at the time, was a candi- 
date for the presidency of Iran. Id. See also section V, supra, re- 
garding the Hashemi channel. 

456. CIA Investigative Files (chronology prepared in August 
1983). 

457. Slate Dept. Memorandum (Jan. 28, 1980). See App. at 
572-573. 

458. CIA Investigative Files (chronology prepared in Aug. 
1983). 

459. CIA Investigative Files (chronology prepared in Aug. 
1983); CIA Memorandum (Feb. 17, 1980). 

460. Id. 

461. Id. 

462. CIA Investigative Files (chronology prepared in Aug. 
1983). 

463. Id 

464. Madani Dep. at 53-56. Houshang Aryanpour Deposition 
(Sept. 1, 1992), at 54-56. Aryanpour also testified that he has no 
knowledge of any letters from Madani to U.S. government offi- 
cials in 1980, and Madani never mentioned such letters to him. 
Aryanpour Dep. at 55-56. 

465. Anderson Dep. at 23, 47; CIA cable dated (Jan. 5, 1981). 

466. Id. at 49. Frank Anderson, who had contemporaneous 
knowledge of these events, testified that he had no recollection 
that Jamshid ever evidenced any acquaintance with Casey or 
other officials of the incoming Reagan Administration. Anderson 
Dep. at 1 1 . 

467. Id. at 49. 

468. Id. at 9. 

469. Id. at 50. 

470. Anderson Dep. at 8. At that time (January 1980), Madani 
indicated that he would still utilize Cyrus Hashemi and Stanley 
Pottinger as his channel to the Slate Department. CIA cable (Jan. 
22, 1981). 

471. Insofar as Jamshid has alleged that certain names appiear- 
ing on the Plaza Hotel records are alias names that Cyrus used, 
the proposition that Cyrus was in Madrid during the relevant 
time period is refuted by strong circumstantial evidence, and 
some documentary evidence, that Cyrus was in the United States 
at the time. 

472. See Section VII, infra, regarding allegations that there was 
indirect contact between Casey and Hashemi through the auspic- 
es of John Shaheen. 

473. G. Sick, October Surprise at 76. Sick testified that the dale of 
March 1980 was derived from Jamshid’s recollection that he had 
gone to see Cyrus Hashemi at his Connecticut home on Now 
Ruz, the Iranian New Year, and that he had told Cyrus about the 
hotel encounter with Casey on that occasion. Gary Sick Deposi- 
tion (Dec. 18, 1992), at 13-14. Since Now Ruz always occurs on 
March 2 1 , and Jamshid did not think more than three weeks had 
elapsed between the meeting with Casey and the holiday. Sick 
calculated that the Mayflower meeting look place at some earlier 
point in March. Id. at 13-15. 

474. Sick Dec. 18 Dep. at 17; G. Sick, October Surprise at 76. 

475. G. Sick, October Surprise at 76; Sick Dec. 18 Dep. at 17. 
Jamshid first mentioned the Mayflower incident to Sick when Sick 
met with him in London in October 1990. Memorandum from 
Gary Sick to E. Lawrence Barcella, Jr. (Dec. 19, 1992) at 1-2. See 
App. at 581-584. To the best of Sick’s knowledge, Jamshid is the 
exclusive source for the story of the Mayflower meeting. Sick 
Dec. 18 Dep. at 21-23. 

476. G. Sick, October Surprise at 76-77. 

477. Id. at 77; Sick Dec. 18 Dep. at 18-19. 

478. G. Sick, October Surprise at 77. 

479. Id. 
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480. /</.; Sick Dec. 18 Dep. at 15. Memorandum from C. Sick 
to E. Lawrence Barcella, Jr. (Dec. 19, 1992) at 2. 

481. Memorandum from G. Sick Memorandum to E. Lawrence 
Barcella. Jr. (Dec. 19, 1992) at 2. Sick Dec. 18 Dep. at 16; set G. 
Sick, October Surprise at 77. 

482. Gary Sick, for his part, also never received any independ- 
ent corroboration of Jamshid's account of the incident. Sick Dec. 
18 Dep. at 26. 

483. Roy M. Furmark Deposition (Nov. 24. 1992) at 26-27 
(hereinafter “Furmark Dep.”). Furmark also said that two or 
three years ago, he told Der Spiegel journalist Martin Kilian that 
the allegations were untrue. Id. at 25-27, 100-101. 

484. Id. at 86, 89. 

485. Id. at 92, 94; See App. at 585. Upon reviewing Furmark’s 
1980 calendar, the Task Force could find no evidence that he 
traveled to Washington, D.C. on any other dates in 1980. 

486. Furmark Dep. at 94-96. Furmark’s only recollection of vis- 
iting the Mayflower is that he stayed as a guest at the hotel 
during one of Richard Nixon’s inaugurations (i.e., in 1969 or 
1973). Id. at 95. 

487. Id. at 96. Furmark further testified that in none of his con- 
tacts with Casey did Casey ever mention the names of Cyrus or 
Jamshid Hashemi, and that he has no knowledge of any contact 
between Casey and either of the Hashemi brothers. Id. at 96-97. 
jamshid. who would have future business dealings with Furmark 
and knew that Furmark and Casey were acquainted, never indi- 
cated to Furmark that he had prior contact with Casey. Id. at 98. 

488. Charles Cogan Depiosition (Dec. 21. 1992) (hereinafter 
“Cx)gan Dep.”). 

489. Khan Dep. at 46-47, 97-98. 

490. Id. at 129. 

491. Id. at 45. 98. 

492. Testimony of James Khan [Hashemi legally changed his 
name] before Subcommittee on Near Eastern and South Asian 
Affairs of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations (June 24, 
1992) at 123. 

493. Id. at 127. 

494. G. Sick, October Surprise at 34 & 243 n.43; see Memorandum 
from G. Sick to E. Lawrence Barcella. Jr. (Dec. 19, 1992) at 2. 

495. D. Gregg Dep. at 2. Gregg is currently U.S. Ambassador 
to the Republic of Korea. 

496. G. Sick, October Surprise at 34; Sick Dec. 18 Dep. at 32. 

497. G. Sick, October Surprise at 34-35. 

498. See Id. at 34. When Bush was the chief U.S. liaison officer 
to the People’s Republic of China in the mid-1970s, Gregg re- 
portedly was CIA station chief in China. Id. Gregg joined Vice- 
President Bush’s staff as Bush’s national security advisor in 1982. 
Id. 

499. D. Gregg Dep. at 19-20. 

500. Id. at 19. 

501. Khan Dep. at 96-97. Jamshid allowed for the possibility 
that Cyrus may have had contact with Gregg, although he ac- 
knowledged that he has not proof of such contact. Id. at 97. 

502. Sick Dec. 18 Dep. at 26. Robert Keith Gray is a prominent 
Republican who later worked on the 1980 Reagan campaign. The 
name “Robert Gray” appears on tax records of the Plaza Hotel 
m Madrid during the time period of the alleged meetings in 
Madrid between William Casey, the Hashemi brothers, and rep- 
resentatives of the Iranian government. See subsection A, supra. 

503. Sick Dec. 18 Dep. at 26, 29. 

504. Id. at 26-27. Sick and Gregg were colleagues on the Na- 
tional Security Council staff during the Carter Administration. Id. 
at 37-39. 

505. Id. at 32. 

506. Sick testified that he was "fairly confident” that Jamshid 
made his original allegations about a meeting between Gregg and 
the Hashemi brothers in New York before records from the Plaza 
Hotel in Madrid were obtained which included the name “Robert 
Gray”. The discovery of those records prompted media specula- 


tion that the “Robert Gray” whose name appeared in the hotel 
records around the time of the alleged Madrid meetings was the 
same Robert Gray who worked on the 1980 Reagan campaign. 
See Transcript, Nightline: The October Surprise. ABC, June 20, 1992, 
at 3. 

507. Stoffberg was interviewed under oath on November 19 
and 21, 1992 in Pretoria. Republic of South Africa. 

508. Reiner Jacobi remains under indictment in the Southern 
District of Florida for conspiracy to import hashish into the 
United States. Following the failure by the United States to 
secure his extradition from Hong Kong on those charges, Jacobi 
refused to be interviewed by the Task Force. He remains outside 
the country. See Letter from Douglas Williams, Esq. to E. Law- 
rence Barcella, Jr. (Dec. 4, 1992). See App. at 586-587. 

509. During this period of time, CIA files reflect that Jacobi 
was not a confidential source. 

510. Dirk Stoffberg Interview (November 19, 1992) at 3 (here- 
inafter “Stoffberg Nov. 19 Int.”). 

511. Id. at 3. 

512. Id. at 3. 

513. Id. at 6. 

514. It is interesting to note that the attorney representing Mr. 
Stoffberg, Thomas F.X. Dunn, had also represented Ari Ben- 
Menashe earlier that year both in his successful trial in the South- 
ern District of New York and when he met with Senate and 
House staff regarding the nomination of Robert Gates to head 
the CIA. 

515. See Stoffberg Int. (Nov. 21, 1992) (hereinafter "Stoffberg 
Nov. 21 Int.”). 

516. See Letter to Judge Weinstein (Jan. 10, 1992). See App. at 
588. 

517. See Transcript, United States v. Stoffberg, No. CR-9 1-524 
(E.D.N.Y. Jan. 14, 1992) at 31. See App. at 589-620. At the time 
of his sentencing, the judge was informed that the Department of 
Justice was unaware of what information Mr. Stoffberg had pro- 
vided the Congressional investigators because, according to 
Stoffberg’s counsel, the Congressional investigators “...didn’t 
want that information out.” Id. at 22. 

518. Jean Wadell, secretary to the Anglican Bishop of Tehran 
was arrested on August 10, 1980, while John Sc. Audrey Coleman, 
also connected with the Anglican Church, were arrested on 
August 13. 1980. The Iran Hostage Crisis — A Chronology of Daily De- 
velopments, CRS at 263, 265. 

519. In a sworn affidavit dated January 4, 1992, Stoffberg 
states that he was contacted by British Intelligence six weeks after 
the commencement of the British hostage negotiations. Thus, as- 
suming the negotiations began the day after the hostages were 
taken captive, the alleged meeting with Casey would have to have 
been in mid-October, 1980. Stoffberg’s passpK>rt indicates no 
entry stamps for the United Kingdom during October 1980. 

520. Ben-Menashe Dep. at 37. 

521. The Task Force asked the Marriott to check its guest 
records for this time period. Unfortunately, guest records are 
routinely destroyed after two years. 

522. Ben-Menashe Dep. at 50. 

523. Id. at 53. 

524. Id. at 55. 

525. Id. at 56. 

526. Id. at 57. Ben-Menashe did not explain what role Casey 
could play at this juncture with respect to the lifting of the Carter 
administration’s asset freeze. 

527. Id. at 59. Ben-Menashe also claimed that Begin called 
Casey about the meeting. 

528. Id. at 61. 

529. Id. at 62. 

530. Id. at 63-64. 

531. Id. at 64. 

532. GOI Report at 55. See App. at 500. 
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533. David Kimche. Shmucl Morieh, and Uri Simhoni. 

534. COI Report at 38-39. 

535. Richard Babayan Deposition (Sept. 18, 1992) at 32 (here- 
inafter “Babayan Dep.”). 

536. Id. at 32. 

537. Id at 33. 

538. Tabatabai Int. at 14. 

539. Kilian Int. at 1. 

540. See, e.g., G. Sick, October Surprise at 113. 

541. Karl Heinz Ottershagan was arrested in West Germany in 
the mid 1980’s for selling arms to Iran. Kilian Int. at 1. 

542. Id at 1. 

543. Id at 1-2. 

544. Id. at 2. Neither Benes nor Stoflberg made mention of the 
involvement of Henry Kissinger in their Task Force interviews. 

545. As discussed elsewhere in this report, Tabatabai denied 
any knowledge of these European meetings. Tabatabai Int. at 14. 

546. As reported elsewhere in this report, de Marenches specif- 
ically denied knowledge of such a meeting, de Marenches Int. at 
1 . 

547. Kilian advised the Task Force that he could not determine 
whether this person was truthful or trying “to sucker” him for 
money for the story. 

548. With respect to the accuracy of at least one such article, 
see letter of Laurence Silberman reproduced in pertinent part 
infra. 

549. W. Safire, Enough Already, New York Times, Nov. 24, 1986 
at A- 1 9. 

550. Laurence Silberman Senate Deposition at 49-50 (herein- 
after “Silberman Sen. Dep.”). While Silberman testified that he 
did not tell Safire the individual was an Iranian he seemed “sure 
[Allen] told [Safire] that.” Laurence Silberman Deposition (Dec. 
31, 1992) at 10 (hereinafter “Silberman Dep.”). 

551. A. Chardy, Reagan Aides Held Hostage Talks in 1980, Miami 
Herald, Apr. 12, 1987, at A-1. 

552. Ben-Menashe Dep. at 63-4. Gary Sick states that the pur- 
pose of the L’Enfant Plaza meeting was bom out of Israeli un- 
easiness about their involvement in U.S. domestic politics result- 
ing from the Casey-Karrubi meetings in Madrid. Israel is said to 
have noted Carter’s rise in the polls and became apprehensive. If 
they were caught having dealt with the Republicans it would be 
devastating for their long term interests. Hence, Israel attempted 
“to short-circuit the entire problem by arranging a swap that 
would end the hostage crisis before the election.” G. Sick, October 
Surprise at 121. No mention is made of an Amsterdam meeting as 
the triggering event for the L’Enfani rendezvous. 

553. Ben-Menashe Dep. at 50, 52-54, 56. 

554. Id. at 54. 

555. Ben-Menashe claims that CIA Director Stansfield Turner 
was also briefed by Saguy about the results of the Amsterdam 
meeting. Id. at 60-62. The Task Force found no evidence to sup- 
port this assertion. 

556. Id. at 63, 64. 

557. Task Force could not locate Omshei; he is thought to be 
in Iran. 

558. All applications by Iranians for visas are referred to the 
Bureau of Consular Affairs, Washington, D.C. by the overseas 
posts where the applications are made. The names are entered 
into a computer data base. This was the practice in 1980 and 
continues today. Dr. Ahmed Omshei’s name does not appear in 
the computer data base. 

559. Accompanying Omshei and Ben-Menashe from New York 
to Washington, D.C. was a woman working with the Mossad 
whose last name was unknown but whose first name was Tsipora. 
Ben-Menashe Dep. at 68. 

560. Id. at 67. 

561. Ari Ben-Menashe Senate Deposition (June 25, 1992) at 
8-9. See App. at 621. 

562. Id. at 12. 


563. Ben-Menashe Dep. at Exhibit No. 4. 

564. 5^^ discussion, infra. 

565. See discussion, infra. 

566. See discussion, infra. 

567. The note, however, is instructive in tracing the develop- 
ment of the October Surprise story. Once the note surfaced in 
1989, alleged participants in the October Surprise successively 
claimed credit for it yet, prior to its publication, no one had ever 
mentioned it. 

568. GOI Report at 24069, 24070. See App. at 562-563. These 
files obtained from the Israeli government, indicate that when 
Ben-Menashe was seeking a job in the Israeli Embassy in Wash- 
ington and was asked to detail previous foreign travel, his hand- 
written list does not include any “October Surprise” trips (Am- 
sterdam, Washington. Paris). While Ben-Menashe would likely 
say he would not list sensitive trips, he was submitting the list to 
the Israeli government agency that allegedly was already aware of 
the trips. 

569. B. Honegger, October Surprise at 17-20 (citing June 14. 
1988 Lavi Interview). 

570. Lavi said he knew Silberman from covert operations when 
Silberman was at the CIA. Id. Silberman testified he did not know 
Lavi and he was only “at the CIA” briefly during the 1980-1981 
transition period, after the L’Enfant Plaza meeting. Silberman 
Sen. Dep. at 9-10. 

571. Interview by David Marks, Frontline: An Election Held Hos- 
tage, PTS-TV, Apr. 16, 1991 (hereinafter “Marks Int."). 

572. Rogovin, a prominent Washington attorney with ties to 
both Republican and Democratic administrations, represented 
Lavi from 1979 to approximately 1986. 

573. Houshang Lavi Interview by D. Marks. 

574. Id. 

575. Id. 

576. B. Honegger, October Surprise at 16. 

577. Id 

578. At the time, Rogovin was also the General Counsel to the 
John Anderson independent campaign for President. Mitchell Ro- 
govin Dep. (Aug. 28, 1992) at 7. 

579. Rogovin testified that he kept a diary and provided the 
relevant diary entries to the Task Force. Id. at 7. 

580. Id. at 8. 

581. Rogovin had consulted Alton Frye, the Anderson cam- 
paign foreign relations advisor. Id. at 10. 

582. Because Rogovin had been Special Counsel to the CIA 
during the Church and Pike Committee hearings of 1975-1976, 
he was familiar with a number of people at the CIA. 

583. Id. at 20. The following day, Rogovin noted in his diary 
that the “CIA finished meeting and concluded insufficient evi- 
dence to indicate Houshang has ties w/anyone to allow for future 
contacts with him.” See App. at 622. Rogovin testified that this 
was the message he received back from the agency officer on Oc- 
tober 3rd. Rogovin was not satisfied, however, and called David 
Aaron, the Deputy National Security Advisor, and explained the 
situation to him and why he thought that the CIA’s position was 
strange, explaining that there were “no strings attached” and 
that this did not have anything to do with Lavi’s troubles with the 
IRS. Id. at 18. 

584. Id. at 23. Rogovin’s notes indicated that he advised Lavi 
of Turner’s promise to call back. See App. at 627. 

585. Id. at 24. Rogovin remembered nothing more than this 
about those entries. Robert Carter was William Casey’s assistant 
in the Reagan-Bush campaign. He was interviewed on July 16, 
1992 and deposed on October 23, 1992. He recalled no contact 
with Lavi. See Robert Carter Deposition at 11-12. 

586. Id. 

587. Rogovin’s notes for October continue: 

It came down: how would Bani-Sadr get the hostages free from 
the militants? Hal said they had already indicated a willingness to 
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give supplies, suggested that our request to the Swiss in Tehran 
is evidence that they would follow through. Hal said that he 
would take it up with the seventh floor. [Meaning the Secretary 
and Deputy Secretary of State] We met with Hal because Chris 
[Warren Christopher] who was originally going to see us, re- 
quested that Hal meet with us because he was fully briefed, 
Aaron and Turner had already spoken to him. Hushang (sic) was 
very pleased as Hal was much more responsive. Id. at 26-27. See 
App. at 629-630. 

588. Memo to the Deputy Secretary from Harold H. Saunders 
(Oct. 9, 1980). See App. at 656-657. 

589. Saunders noted in the memo that Lavi “struck [him] as a 
thoroughly disrespectable character” Id. When the State Depart- 
ment did not embrace Lavi’s idea for a parts for hostages swap, 
La\i grew impatient. Although Rogovin’s notes reflected certain 
curious questions “how are supplies moving; how is it you can do 
this w/Carter Admin./Reagan is his contact/no problem . . . 
Lavi to D.C. this evening to dine with two former Iranian gener- 
als, and he will call me.” Rogovin indicated he had no idea what 
the Reagan reference was, or whether it was even Ronald 
Reagan. Id. at 34-35. See App. at 629-630. 

590. Id. at 37-39. 

591. Id. at 40. 

592. Department of State Memorandum (Oct. 21, 1980). See 
.App. at 658. 

593. Id. 

594. Id. 

595. For further discussions regarding Lavi’s Paris allegations, 
see Section VIII, tnfra. 

596. Lavi’s brother, Parviz Lavi, indicated that Lavi had re- 
ferred to discussions with Allen, McFarlane and Sen. John Tower 
in discussions concerning the hostage crisis. There is no indica- 
tion of when Lavi claimed this meeting or the conversation about 
the meeting occurred. Moreover, many of Parviz Lavi’s other 
statements are inconsistent with his brother’s. Parviz Lavi Inter- 
view (Nov. 25, 1992) at 2. 

597. The FBI was conducting a background investigation of 
Senator John Tower, who was under consideration for Secretary 
of Defense, to determine whether he had acted appropriately in 
arranging this meeting. In connection with this investigation, 
McFarlane and Laurence Silberman were interviewed. See also 135 
Gong. Rec. S2099 (Mar. 3, 1989). 

598. FBI Robert McFarlane Interview (Dec. 23, 1988). 

599. Id. 

600. Id. 

601. Id. 

602. Id. 

603. Deposition of Robert McFarlane (Dec. 6, 1992) at 12-13 
(hereinafter “McFarlane Dep.”). 

604. Id. 

605. Id. at 11-12. 

606. Id. at 17. 

607. Id. at 15, 24-26. 

608. Id. at 27. 

609. Id. at 27-28. 

610. McFarlane Dep. at 27-30. 

611. Id. 

612. Id. 

613. Id. 

614. McFarlane Dep. at 21-22. 

615. Senate Interview of Rhett Dawson (Mar. 17, 1992). 

616. Id. 

617. Id. 

618. Id. 

619. Laurence Silberman FBI Interview (Dec. 30, 1988). Silber- 
man was advised that he was being interviewed because of an al- 
legation that Senator Tower was not “completely honest" in his 
work as head of the Tower Commission because he did not men- 


tion this incident. He made the letter in the text an attachment to 
his 302 report. 

620. Laurence Silberman Senate Deposition (Jul. 28, 1992) at 
28 (hereinafter “Silberman Sen. Dep.”). 

621. Id. at 30-37. 

622. Id. at 44. 

623. Id. 

624. Id. at 32. 

625. Id. 

626. Id. 

627. The Minority would note that Silberman was particularly 
sensitive to this possibility because as Deputy Attorney General 
under President Ford he had reviewed the secret files of J. Edgar 
Hoover. He learned that President Johnson in 1968 used the FBI 
to conduct surveillance of Vice Presidential Candidate Spiro 
Agnew to determine whether he was in contact with the South 
Vietnamese with whom the Johnson administration was engaged 
in peace negotiations. Silberman Sen. Dep. 32-33. 

628. Silberman Sen. Dep. at 26; see also Silberman American 
Express Receipt for September 10, 1980. 

629. Laurence Silberman Deposition (Dec. 31, 1992) at 4 
(hereinafter “Silberman Dep.”). 

630. Id. Silberman also testified that he would most certainly 
have remembered if he had been introduced to a man named 
Lavi because it is the Middle Eastern version of Levy, which is his 
mother’s family name. Id. at 5. 

631. A. Chardy, Reagan Aides Held Hostage Talks in 1980 Advisors 
Say They Met Reputed Iran Envoy Before Elections, But Didn 't Deal, 
Miami Herald, Apr. 12, 1987, at lA. 

632. Id. 

633. Id. 

634. Id. 

635. Transcript, United States v. Brenneke, CR. No. 89- 198-MAC 
(D. Or. May, 1990) at 464. But see Silberman’s recollection 
above. 

636. Transcript, United States v. Brenneke, CR. No. 89- 198-MAC 
(D. Or. May 1, 1990) at 412, 414. 

637. Frontline: An Election Held Hostage, Apr. 16, 1991. 

638. See App. at 661. Allen testified that after reviewing a 
Senate subpoena, he located a memorandum to the file he wrote 
dated September 10, 1980, that described the meeting at the 
L’Enfant Plaza Hotel and the events leading up to it. Allen Sen. 
Dep. at 63. At Mr. Allen’s suggestion, the September 10, 1980 
memo was sent to the FBI for examination. On August 5, 1992, 
Terry O’Connor, Inspector-in-Charge of the FBI’s October Sur- 
prise Task Force, notified the Task Force of the test results. The 
FBI laboratory concluded that although a positive determination 
could not be made whether the memo was prepared on Septem- 
ber 10, 1980, the typewriter impressions, paper watermark and 
staple holes indicated that the materials used in preparing the 
memo were commercially available prior to the date of the docu- 
ment. See July 31, 1992, FBI Laboratory Report. See App. at 
659-660. 

639. Richard Allen Deposition (Sept. 1, 1992) at 31 (herein- 
after “Allen Dep. 1”). Allen testified that he thought the memo 
had been prepared on September 10, but allowed for the possi- 
bility that it could have been prepared shortly thereafter. 

640. The Minority notes that Silberman recalled a conversation 
with Rhett Dawson after Allen found the 1980 memo in 1992, 
wherein Dawson stated the possibility that this person had come 
to Tower’s attention through a friend of Senator Tower’s in 
Singapore who was connected to British diplomacy or intelli- 
gence. Silberman admitted, however, that this was purely specu- 
lation on Dawson’s part. Silberman Deposition at 17. 

641. Allen Sen. Dep. at Exhibit 5 (emphasis added). 

642. McFarlane Dep. at 34; Silberman Senate Dep. at 31. 

643. McFarlane Dep. at 34; Silberman Senate Dep. at 36. 

644. McFarlane Dep. at 34. 



645. Silberman Sen. Dep. at 37-39. 

646. Silberman Sen. Dep. at 41. Silberman stated that he had 
“no idea what [Allen] was talking about” but added “I’m sure 
Dick would have wanted to know if there was an imminent hos- 
tage release, quite legitimately. . . .” 

647. Richard Allen Deposition (Dec. 18. 1992) at 66, 67 (here- 
inafter “Allen Dec. 18 Dep."). 

648. Id. at 52 and 53. 

649. Interview of Mike Butler (Jul. 7, 1992). 

650. Id. 

651. Id. 

652. Id. 

653. Harold Saunders testified that he talked to Allen often in 
the September-October 1980 time frame. Saunders Dep. at 
16-20. 

654. Silberman Sen. Dep. at 44. 

655. Allen stated in his deposition that there is a “constant 
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656. Allen Dep. 1 at 38. 

657. J. Nesmith, S. Shepard, Reagan Advisor Meese, Iranian Linked 
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658. Senate Foreign Relations Committee Inter\’iew of Robert 
McQueen, April 10, 1992 (hereinafter “McQueen Sen. Ini.”). 

659. Id. 

660. Id. McQueen retained notes that he made during the in- 
vestigation, which he utilized to pinpoint the date of the alleged 
invitation. The notes, however, do not reflect that the invitation 
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661. Id. 

662. Id. 

663. Id. 

664. Senate Foreign Relations Committee Interview of James 
Dorcey, April 9, 1992. 

665. Id. 

666. Informal Interviews of Honorable Robert Tignor, AUSA 
Charles Harkins and AUSA Richard Chapman. 

667. See App. at 662. 

668. Homa Hashemi Deposition (Aug. 13, 1992) al 112-115. 

669. Meese Deposition al 52. 

670. Senate Foreign Relations Committee Interviews of Gus 
Elia, Ivy Johnson, Merja Soudegar, Narinder Sawhney, Parvin 
Safavi, Reaza Hashemi. Jamshid Hashemi. 

671. G. Sick, October Surprise at 188. 

672. Sick Dec. 21 Dep. at 67-68. See G. Sick, October Surprise at 
265 n.20. 

673. G. Sick, October Surprise at 188. According to the allega- 
tions, Richard Allen was the person who delivered the warning to 
the Iranians on behalf of the Republicans. Id. 

674. Id. at 188. See Section V, supra, for a more detailed discus- 
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675. Gary Sick writes that in Januarv' 1990, “[a] senior U.S. 
Customs agent who worked closely with Cyrus Hashemi in the 
mid-1980s has . . . slated that it was his understanding that there 
were contacts between the Republicans and the Iranians during 
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Reagan transition team and representatives of the Iranian gov- 
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Preideni Carter left office. Alexander Haig Deposition (Dec. 4. 
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678. Id. at 152. 
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680. Martin Kilian Interview, July 24, 1992. 

681. Bradford Shaheen, John Shaheen’s son, told the Task 
Force that his father’s primary business was oil refining, but that 
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cable television. Shaheen Dep. at 4. Shaheen’s principal business- 
es were Shaheen Natural Resources, MacMillan Ring-Free Oil 
Company, and Newfoundland Refining Company. Furmark Dep. 
at 3-4, 9. 

682. FBI Interview with John Shaheen (Feb. 27, 1984). (The 
FBI interviewed Shaheen in connection with its investigation of 
Cyrus Hashemi for illegal arms exports to Iran). 

683. Maureen McPariland Brokaw, who worked for Shaheen 
from 1970 until his death in 1985, called Shaheen a “real flag- 
waver . . . .” Interview with Maureen McPartland Brokaw (Nov. 
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Dep”). 
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ures before it even opened. When the refinery’ finally began op- 
eration in 1973, the Arab oil embargo was instituted, creating 
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687. Id.\ see Furmark Dep. at 7 (citing 1980 lawsuit against Sha- 
hccn and Furmark resulting from refinery’s bankruptcy). 

688. See Petro-Canada Set to Buy Refinery, New York Times, Nov. 
26, 1980; Oil Gas Journal, Oct. 27, 1980, at 5. John Shaheen 
had made a separate purchase offer earlier in 1980 which was 
also rejected. See Oil Gas Journal, Oct. 27, 1980, at 5. 

689. Shaheen Dep. at 123. 

690. Id. at 126. 

691. FBI Interview with John Shaheen, February 27, 1984. 
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close personal friend. FBI Interview with John Shaheen, Feb. 27, 
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6%. Id. at 15. 

697. FBI Interview with John Shaheen, Feb. 27, 1984. 
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nian Ambassador to the United States. It was this ambassador 
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700. Cook Dep. at 9, 12; see Alanna Torres Deposition, (July 
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nor. Inspector in Charge, Federal Bureau of Investigation, to E. 
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702. William Sherman Interview (Nov. 16, 1992) at 2. 


703. James Khan Dep. at 8-10. 

704. Maureen McPartland Brokaw Interview (Nov. 6, 1992). 

705. Id. 

706. Cook Dep. at 13. 

707. Interview of William Sherman (Nov. 16, 1992) at 2. 

708. Memorandum for the Record by DCI Stansfield Turner, 
Dec. 28, 1979 (regarding conversation with Charles Kirbo, an ad- 
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tion of the White House through Leonard Wrench, a mutual 
friend of Shaheen and Charles Kirbo, a senior advisor to Presi- 
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heen also gained access to the Carter White House through his 
relationship with former Attorney General Griffin Bell, who re- 
portedly expressed support for Shaheen’s proposal. Memoran- 
dum for the Record by Norbert Garrett, Chief, Iran Branch, Near 
East/South Asia Division, Directorate of Operations (Jan. 22, 
1980) (regarding meeting with Shaheen). 

709. Id. Memorandum for the File by Norbert Garrett, Chief, 
Iran Branh, Near East/South Asia Division, Directorate of Oper- 
ations (Jan. 5, 1980) (regarding telephone contacts with Sha- 
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to Princess Ashraf, the Shah’s sister. Gholsorkhi and Princess 
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the Record from E>CI Stansfield Turner, Dec. 28, 1979. 

710. Charles Kirbo raised Shaheen’s proposal directly with 
CIA Director Stansfield Turner at a meeting with Turner on Dec. 
28, 1979. Memorandum for the Record by Stansfield Turner, 
Dec. 28, 1979. 

711. Memorandum for the File by Norbert Garrett (Jan. 5, 
1980). 

712. Memorandum for the File by Norbert Garrett, Jan. 5, 
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714. Id. 
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tion in resolving the hostage crisis. The FBI’s electronic surveil- 
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Surveillance of Cyrus Hashemi. There are no references in this 
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behalf of the Carter Administration. 

718. FBI Interview with John Shaheen (Feb. 27, 1984) (empha- 
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(Congressional Research Service, Apr. 7, 1992). Thus, it is possi- 
ble that Regier was being held captive at the time Shaheen was 
interviewed by the FBI. 

720. FBI Interview with John Shaheen (Feb. 27, 1984) (empha- 
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721. See Section XI, infra. 
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Casey, or about where these conversations took place. Id. 

724. Id. at 16-17. 

725. Id. at 23-24. Stephens testified that he asked Shaheen 
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32. 
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period of the Iran hostage crisis. Id. at 13. These contacts, too. 
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727. Id. at 27, 34. Stephens explained that he did not ask Sha- 
heen this question because it was not related to the subject of the 
criminal investigation of Hashemi. Id. 

728. Id. at 33-34. 

729. Id. at 37. 

730. Id. at 38. 

731. Shaheen also told Hashemi that Casey had “been my 
lawyer for two year,” and that Casey is familiar with Shaheen’s 
legal problems. Id. 

732. FBI Electronic Surveillance of Cyrus Hashemi. 

733. This would be consistent with the testimony of former 
FBI agent Louis Stephens, who told the Task Force that Shaheen 
recalled mentioning Hashemi to Casey approximately twice prior 
to the inauguration. See discussion above. 

734. Stanley Pottingcr, for his part, testified that he did not 
recall the conversation between him and Shaheen to which Sha- 
heen referred in his November 8, 1980, telephone conversation 
with Hashemi. Pottinger Dep. at 21-23. He also testified that he 
had no recollection of discussing the Reagan transition team with 
Cyrus Hashemi. Id. at 26-27. Pottinger further testified that he 
had no knowledge that Shaheen ever served as an intermediary 
for communications between Casey and Hashemi. Id. at 17-18. 

735. As stated above, however, the Task Force acknowledges 
that the conversation is subject to varying interpretation, and that 
no assessment of the conversation’s meaning can be conclusive. 

736. Letter from Terry T. O’Connor, Inspector in Charge, 
Federal Bureau of Investigation to E. Lawrence Barcella, Jr., Dec. 
30, 1992. See App. at 6-9. Louis Stephens testified that if he had 
become siv/diTe, as the supervisor of the criminal investigation of 
Hashemi. of any taped conversations suggesting that Cyrus Ha- 
shemi was in contact with the manager of Ronald Reagan’s presi- 
dential campaign, he would have sent a teletype to FBI headquar- 
ters reporting this information. Deposition of Louis Stephens 
(Dec. 14, 1992) at 41. 

737. In fact, the FBI’s electronic surveillance of Cyrus Hashemi 
did not detect a single conversation in which the names Mehdi 
Karrubi or Hassan Karrubi were mentioned. Letter from Terry T. 
O’Connor to E. Lawrence Barcella, Jr.. Dec. 30, 1992. See App. at 
6-9. 

738. Id. 


739. FBI Electronic Surveillance of Cyrus Hashemi. Nov. 14. 
1980. 

740. Id. (emphasis added). 

741. Cyrus Hashemi may have been posturing with Aryanpour 
in reaction to recent news articles that Casey was under consider- 
ation for a major position in the incoming Reagan Administra- 
tion, including Secretary of State. See Smith, Reagan Seeks to Em- 
phasize Role of Cabinet Members As Advisers, New York Times, Nov. 
8, 1980, at 1 (mentioning Casey as a candidate for Secretary of 
State). 

742. Aryanpour Dep. (Sept. I, 1992) at 130-32. 

743. Id. at 139-40. 

744. Id. at 138. 

745. Id. at 141. 

746. Id. at 134. 

747. Id. at 138. 

748. According to the FBI, Ali Agah was Iran’s representative 
to the International Monetary Fund while the Shah was in power. 
He later allied himself with the clerical faction supporting Ayatol- 
lah Khomeini. 

749. FBI Electronic Surveillance of Cyrus Hashemi, Nov. 20. 
1980 (emphasis added). The remainder of the conversation is not 
pertinent and has been omitted. 

750. Id. at 32-33. See Id at 89. 

751. Id. at 89. In contrast, Cyrus did tell Moini-Eraghi that he 
had good contacts in the Carter Administration. Id. 

752. FBI Electronic Surveillance of Cyrus Hashemi (Jan. 21. 
1981). 

753. Electronic Surveillance of Cyrus Hashemi (Jan. 21. 1981). 

754. See discussion above. 

755. Madani Dep. (Aug. 23, 1992) at 98-100, 102. Madani also 
testified that Jamshid told him that Cyrus and Casey were close 
friends. Id. at 102. 

756. Id. at 102-103. 

757. Id. at 98-100. 

758. Id. at 104. In response to the question of whether Cyrus 
ever indicated to Madani that he met personally with Casey, 
Madani stated: “I don’t recall that, but I remember that he was 
telling me that he was so close, so close friends together, and 
that closeness signifies that they were seeing each other quite 
often.” Id. 

759. Id. at 104. 

760. Id. at 105. 

761. Id. 

762. Id. Madani also testified that he was a guest one night at 
Cyrus Hashemi’s home in London in the fall of 1980 (prior to 
the U.S. Presidential election) when Cyrus discussed how the 
Reagan’s election and Casey’s position in a Reagan Administra- 
tion would benefit anti-Khomeini opposition movements. Madani 
Dep. at 106-107, 112. According to Madani, Stanley Pottinger 
was present at this discussion but did not comment in response 
to Cyrus’s mention of Casey’s name. Id. at 107, 112. Stanley Pot- 
tinger testified that he recalled meeting Madani in London at 
Cyrus Hashemi’s apartment in late 1980. Pottinger Dep. at 28. 
Pottinger recalled the event differently, testifying that he had 
been asked to join Cyrus at his apartment for a meeting, and that 
Madani was leaving the apartment as Pottinger was arriving. Ac- 
cording to Pottinger, he and Madani chatted for no more than 
five minutes and did not discuss anything substantive. Id. Pot- 
tinger also testified that he was not present during any discussion 
of the upcoming U.S. Presidential election, Casey, or the conse- 
quences of a Reagan victory. Id. at 29-30. 

763. Id. at 105-106. Moreover, as mentioned above, neither 
Cyrus nor Jamshid Hashemi ever told Madani that meetings took 
place in Madrid in the summer of 1980 involving Casey, the Ha- 
shemi brothers, and the Karrubi brothers. Id. at 123. 

764. Letter from Terry T. O’Connor to E. Lawrence Barcella. 
Jr., Dec. 30, 1992. See App. at 6-9. 
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765. Id. 

766. FBI Electronic Surveillance of Cyrus Hashemi (Jan. 20, 
1981). 

767. FBI Electronic Surveillance of Cyrus Hashemi (Feb. 9, 
1981) (emphasis added). The remainder of the conversation is 
not pertinent. After additional discussion, it is agreed that Cyrus 
and Reza will stop by Jamshid’s place of business on their way 
home from work. 

768. Memorandum for the Record by Lee S. Strickland, Assist- 
ant General Counsel, Central Intelligence Agency (Feb. 7, 1984). 
See App. at 494-497. 

769. Richardson Dep. at 10-11. 

770. Id 

771. /if at 1 1. According to Lee Strickland, a CIA attorney who 
attended the meeting, the purpose of Richardson’s approach was 


to persuade the CIA to intervene in the criminal investigation to 
obtain more favorable treatment for Hashemi. Deposition of Lee 
S. StHckland (Sept. 28, 1992) at 1 1. 

772. Id at 11. 

773 . Id 

774. Memorandum for the Record by Lee S. Strickland (Feb. 7, 
1984). See App. at 494-497. 

775. Id 

776. Richardson Deposition (Dec. 21, 1992) at 6-7, 10-11, 14. 

777. William Wachtel Interview (Oct. 22. 1992). 

778. Maureen McPartland Brokaw Interview (Oct. 29, 1992). 

779. Pottinger Dep. at 15. 

780. Deposition of John Rizzo (Dec. 21, 1992). 

781. Id 

782. Deposition of Charles Cogan (Dec. 21, 1992). 


VIII. Alleged Attempts To Delay the 
Release of the American Hostages 


H. Res. 258, Section 1(b): “Any at- 
tempt or proposal to attempt, by the 
1980 Reagan Presidential Campaign or 
persons representing or associated 
with that campaign, to delay the re- 
lease of the Americans held as hos- 
tages in Iran . , 

A. The Alleged Meetings in 
Paris 


As indicated in Section IV of this report, the 
most significant of the allegations that the Task 
Force investigated were those suggesting that 
representatives of the Reagan campaign and 
the governments of Israel and Iran met in the 
fall of 1980 in an effort to delay the release of 
the hostages being held in Iran. It was at these 
meetings, alleged to have taken place in Paris 
in October, 1980, that a deal to delay the re- 
lease of the hostages is said to have been con- 
summated. The basic facts of the Paris allega- 
tions follow: 

1. The Allegations 

According to the allegations, in the fall of 
1980 Israel was pressing the Carter administra- 
tion for permission to sell arms to moderate 
factions in Iran as a means of promoting the 
eventual release of the hostages.^ Carter re- 
mained firm that no arms were to be sold to 
Iran until after the hostages were released. 
Israel, convinced that Carter’s position was 
wrong, decided to go along with a plan pro- 
posed by Bill Casey in Madrid: upon the re- 
lease of the hostages to the incoming Republi- 
can administration, an arms relationship would 
be started with Iran. In the interim, Casey 
would “assist” the Iranians in their efforts to 


acquire arms from other countries and/or indi- 
viduals.^ Israel would be the supplier of choice. 
The October Paris meeting cemented this deci- 
sion. 

The Paris meetings are alleged to have oc- 
curred between October 15 and October 20, 
1980. Representatives from Iran, Israel, and 
the United States attended. The parties met on 
several occassions during this period. It has 
been alleged that meetings were held in several 
hotels, including the Hilton, the Ritz, the Wal- 
dorf-Florida, the Rapahel, and the Crillon. As 
discussed below, the meeting alleged to have 
been attended by William Casey occurred at 
one of two locations: the Ritz or the Raphael. 
Those claiming knowledge of this meeting tell 
a varied story with some consistencies. They 
allege that the Paris meetings were set up to 
iron out the details of a broad agreement 
reached in Madrid, under which the hostages 
would be released after the Republicans took 
office in exchange for an improvement in rela- 
tions between the United States and Iran, the 
release of Iranian assets, and a more lenient 
policy on the sale of military equipment to 
Iran. In face-to-face meetings, representatives 
of the Republican party and the governments 
of Iran and Israel agreed on a limited proposal 
to delay the release of the hostages in ex- 
change for Israeli weapons shipments and the 
unfreezing of Iranian assets by the United 
States. Finally, it has been repeatedly alleged 
by different sources that French intelligence of- 
ficers monitored the arrival and departure of 
participants in these meetings and the sub- 
stance of the discussions.^ 
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2. Persons Claiming Personal 
Knowledge of the Paris Meetings 

In this section of the report, we review the 
testimony and other evidence provided by per- 
sons claiming first-hand knowledge of the al- 
leged Paris meetings. 

a. Ari Ben-Menashe 

Ari Ben-Menashe described the Paris meet- 
ings to the Task Force in both a deposition and 
an interview.^ 

Ben-Menashe claims to have been included 
in the six-member Israeli delegation chosen to 
make the trip to Paris. ^ According to Ben-Men- 
ashe the delegation also included David 
Kimche, Shmuel Moriah, Uri Simchoni, Rafi 
Eitan,® and a woman from Israeli intelligence. 
The delegation arrived in Paris on October 14, 
1980. They stayed at several hotels. Messrs. 
Morieh and Kimche stayed at the Ritz,’ while 
the other four members stayed at the Hilton.® 

The Iranians arrived October 15, 1980 and 
stayed at the Hotel Montaigne. There were a 
dozen members in the Iranian delegation, in- 
cluding, among others, Mehdi Karrubi, Mehdi 
Kashani, Dr. Omshai, and Mr. Fakrieh.® During 
the meetings on October 17, 1980, Ben-Men- 
ashe claimed that Americans Robert Gates, 
George Cave, and Robert McFarlane joined the 
Israelis and Iranians at the Hilton Hotel.'® Ben- 
Menashe claimed that these meetings were 
“just to discuss details about arms.” " 

Ben-Menashe stated that on the fourth day, 
October 18, 1980, Bill Casey attended and met 
directly with Mehdi Karrubi at the Hotel Mon- 
taigne.'^ Casey and Karrubi reviewed the sub- 
stance of the Amsterdam meeting.'® According 
to Ben-Menashe, on the fifth day, October 19, 
1980, a closed-door meeting of senior offi- 
cials — the “big meeting” — was held in a large 
conference room at the Ritz Hotel. Ben-Men- 
ashe stated that, as a “junior” member of the 
delegation, he did not attend the “big meet- 
ing” but remained in the foyer. Robert Gates, 
Earl Brian,'® Donald Gregg, Robert McFarlane, 
and “some secret service types” attended this 
session. Just prior to the meeting Mehdi Kar- 
rubi arrived, followed shortly by George Bush 
and William Casey by way of an elevator re- 
served for this purpose.'® Karrubi, his aide. 
Bush, and Casey were the senior officials who 


entered the conference room, and held a short 
meeting, and left. 

Ben-Menashe’s testimony is impeached by 
documents and is riddled with inconsistencies 
and factual mistatements which undermine his 
credibility. Based on the documentary evidence 
available, the Task Force has determined that 
Ben-Menashe’s account of the October meet- 
ings, like his other October Surprise allega- 
tions, is a total fabrication. 

According to his military records, Ben-Men- 
ashe never left Israel during October, 1980. 
The Task Force received from the government 
of Israel personnel records with Ben-Menashe’s 
contemporaneous handwritten answers to ques- 
tions to which he was required to respond for 
the External Relations Department when travel- 
ing abroad. The documents show that he did 
not travel outside of Israel in October 1980. 
The Task Force also found that, contrary to 
Ben-Menashe’s claims, he never possessed a 
diplomatic passport. Exit stamps on his civilian 
passport also indicate that he never left Israel 
in the month of October, 1980. Ben-Menashe’s 
records show that he took personal leave with- 
out pay between April 15 and May 7, 1980, and 
again between December 16, 1980 and January 
3, 1981. 

Furthermore, and perhaps most compelling, 
Ben-Menashe never mentioned any knowledge 
of the October Surprise allegations at the time 
of his arrest or during any of the numerous 
hours of interviews conducted by federal pros- 
ecutors assigned to his case.'® This is notewor- 
thy because possession of such “damaging” in- 
formation would certainly have helped his 
cause. The Task Force can find no credible ex- 
planation for Ben-Menashe’s failure to mention 
these allegations other than the fact that he had 
not yet created his involvement in the October 
Surprise scenario. 

In addition to being contradicted by his own 
personal records, Ben-Menashe’s attempt to fix 
a date for the meetings resulted in a major fac- 
tual mistake. He had told reporters for News- 
week magazine that he was positive he had 
seen George Bush at the Paris meetings on 
both October 19 and October 20, 1980, be- 
cause October 20 was the day before the Jew ish 
holiday, “Sukkot.” In fact, the Jewish calen- 
dar for 1980 shows that Sukkot fell on Septem- 
ber 25. In addition. Secret Service records 
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show that George Bush was in Washington, 
D.C. on October 19 and campaigning on Octo- 
ber 20, 1980.20 

According to Ben-Menashe, neither Cyrus 
nor Jamshid Hashemi were present at or par- 
ticipated in the Paris meetings. Ben-Menashe 
staled, however, that Cyrus Hashemi was in 
Paris during this period and tried unsuccessful- 
ly to involve himself in the meetings. In fact, 
infra the Task Force has developed conclusive 
evidence from the FISA surveillance that Cyrus 
Hashemi was not in Paris during the period of 
the alleged Paris meetings. David Kimche, 
Shmuel Moriah, and Rafi Eitan were inter- 
viewed by the Israeli government at the request 
of the Task Force. All denied having traveled 
to Paris in October, 1980 or having any rela- 
tionship with Ben-Menashe. Eitan, Moriah, and 
Kimche said they had never met or heard of 
Ben-Menashe, and had heard of him only after 
he started making his allegations in 1991. Sim- 
choni denied Ben-Menashe’s allegations in a 
sworn interview^ with the Task Force on No- 
vember 17, 1992. Simehoni said he did not 
know^ Ben-Menashe and was not in Paris in Oc- 
tober 1980. According to contemporaneous 
guest records examined by the Task Force, 
there is no record that any of the individuals 
mentioned by Ben-Menashe stayed at the Ritz 
Hotel in October, 1980, as Ben-Menashe al- 
leged. 

None of the other persons claiming first- 
hand knowledge of the October, 1980 meetings 
ever indicated that Ben-Menashe was present at 
any lime. According to records made available 
to the Task Force by several journalists, Ben- 
Menashe began making October Surprise alle- 
gations following his contact with several jour- 
nalists and arms dealers who, as a result of 
their contact with Richard Brenneke, had them- 
selves begun to claim an indirect role in the 
October Surprise conspiracy. 

b. Richard J. Brenneke 

The Task Force has determined that Richard 
Brenneke served as the key source for several 
other sources on the October Surprise conspir- 
acy. These sources received their information 
directly from Brenneke or from journalists who 
reported these allegations. 

Richard Brenneke claims to have attended 
the meetings in Paris in October 1980. He first 
made these allegations formally in 1988, when 


he testified under oath as a character witness at 
the sentencing hearing of Heinrich Rupp, who 
had been convicted of bank fraud in a federal 
court in Colorado. Brenneke testified that 
Rupp, a pilot, flew’ George Bush, William 
Casey, and several others to Paris for a meeting 
with Iranian representatives. According to 
Brenneke’s testimony, Donald Gregg and Rich- 
ard Allen also attended these meetings. 2 ® 

Following a brief investigation, the U.S. At- 
torney’s Office in Denver charged Brenneke 
with making false declarations during the Rupp 
sentencing. 2 ® In May 1990, Brenneke was tried 
and acquitted on these charges. 2 ’ During his 
trial Brenneke testified that, in addition to 
Casey and Gregg, Cyrus Hashemi, Bernard 
Veillot, Robert Benes,2* Madame Robert, and 
various Iranian represenatives attended the 
Paris meetings. 2 ^ Brenneke retracted his earlier 
testimony that he had seen Bush and Allen at 
the meeting.^® Brenneke also testified that he 
was present at the Paris meetings to handle the 
financial transactions involved. 

Brenneke repeated these allegations when 
interviewed by GAO investigators conducting a 
preliminary investigation of his claims. He said 
that he arranged and participated in a meeting 
in Paris in October 1980 attended by, among 
others, William Casey, Donald Gregg, George 
Cave, Manuchar Ghorbanifar, Cyrus Hashemi, 
and a representative of Adnon Khashoggi.^2 
contrast to his testimony at his trial that he was 
present to conduct the financial transactions, 
Brenneke told GAO that he made arrange- 
ments for refreshments and chairs for the 
meeting which was attended by about twenty 
(20) persons who came and went during the 
course of the meeting which lasted about four 
(4) or five (5) hours. Brenneke again denied 
his earlier testimony that he had any direct 
knowledge of George Bush’s presence in 
Paris. 

The GAO reviewed documentary evidence 
which Brenneke claimed would support his al- 
legations.^^ The GAO also interviewed numer- 
ous witnesses, including some Brenneke 
claimed would support his allegations.^® In No- 
vember 1991, GAO reported that it was unable 
to find any evidence that corroborated Bren- 
neke’s allegations.^^’ 

The Task Force subpoenaed Brenneke for 
his testimony. Following lengthy efforts to 



evade Task Force efforts to depose him, Bren- 
neke, through counsel, informed the Task 
Force that he would invoke the Fifth Amend- 
ment and refuse to testify. Because there is 
overwhelming evidence that the Paris meetings 
did not occur and that Brenneke fabricated his 
involvement in those meetings, and because 
Brenneke was already on record with his story 
on a number of occasions, the Task Force did 
not consider it appropriate to grant him immu- 
nity and did not further pursue his testimony. 

Brenneke’s testimony that he was in Paris is 
false. Based primarily on a review of Bren- 
neke’s own personal documents, the Task 
Force has concluded that he was not in Paris 
during mid-October 1980, as he told federal in- 
vestigators and testified under oath in two fed- 
eral courts. The Task Force obtained Bren- 
neke’s documents from Peggy Robohm, an in- 
dependent researcher and former associate of 
Brenneke. Robohm met Brenneke in early 1991 
and agreed to collaborate with him to write a 
book about the alleged October Surprise. Bren- 
neke moved approximately 70 boxes of files 
and other assorted belongings from his home 
in Portland, Oregon to Robohm’s home in 
Madison, Connecticut. 

Peggy Robohm told the Task Force that, in 
the course of reviewing Brenneke’s files, she 
discovered various records indicating that some 
of his allegations were false. When she con- 
fronted him about the discrepancies, Brenneke 
responded by saying, “1 don’t give a damn.” 
Their relationship ended at that point and 
Brenneke never sought to recover his files. 
The Task Force obtained the materials from 
Robohm by subpoena in order to conduct its 
investigation. 

A review of these documents revealed that 
Brenneke’s signed credit card receipts and a 
hotel bill clearly show that he was in the Pacific 
Northwest for the entire month of October. 
These records further reflect that on October 
19 and 20, the dates on which he claims to 
have attended meetings in Paris, Brenneke was 
in Seattle, Tumwater, and Portland.^® Addition- 
ally, the credit card receipts show that Bren- 
neke checked into the Century House Motor 
Hotel on October 16 or 17 and checked out on 
October 19. On October 19 he washed his car 
at a Chevron station in Seattle, ate a meal at 
Mazzi’s restaurant in Portland, and made a 
$13.00 purchase at the Vance Tyee Motor Inn 


in Tumwater. On October 21, he made a pur- 
chase at the Wash and Wax in Portland. 

The Task Force determined that the receipts 
and Brenneke signatures are genuine. The re- 
ceipts were found in Brenneke’s belongings. 
There was no indication that he had protested 
the bills, and credit card records reflect that all 
charges were paid for by Brenneke. The Task 
Force submitted five credit card receipts for 
October 19 and 20 to the FBI Questioned Doc- 
uments Section for analysis. The receipts were 
compared to twenty samples of Brenneke’s sig- 
natures found on hundreds of personal checks 
written over a fifteen-year period and an FBI 
criminal arrest booking card signed by Bren- 
neke in 1989. Although Brenneke signed his 
name on these documents two different ways 
(“Richard J. Brenneke” and ”R. J. Brenneke,”), 
FBI handwriting analysts determined that Bren- 
neke’s signature on one of the receipts for Oc- 
tober 19, was genuine, that there was a strong 
likelihood that the other credit card receipts 
also were signed by him, and that it was unlike- 
ly the receipts were signed by another person. 

Brenneke’s 1980 daily calendar also indicates 
that he was in the Pacific Northwest when he 
claimed to have been in Paris. The diary con- 
tains entries suggesting that Brenneke attended 
a karate tournament in Seattle at that time.^^ 
Brenneke’s calendar indicates that he did not 
leave the Pacific Northwest for all of 1980.^^ 
The Task Force, based on this evidence, con- 
cludes that Brenneke was not in Paris as he al- 
leged. 

It also appears that Brenneke solicited cor- 
roboration for his story from other individuals. 
Brenneke’s belongings include a cassette tape 
recording of telephone calls marked “10/88”. 
In one of the taped calls, Brenneke spoke to 
Robert Benes, whom Brenneke had alleged 
also attended the Paris meetings. In the call, 
Brenneke told Benes that Heinrich Rupp was in 
jail in the U.S. because the judge did not be- 
lieve that Rupp had transported Casey and 
Bush to Paris for meetings. Brenneke then told 
Benes that he was trying to help Rupp, and he 
asked Benes if he knew anything about any 
meetings in Paris. Benes replied on the tape 
that he had no information, but would ask 
some questions. Benes never indicated in the 
course of the conversation that he had been 
present at any such meetings. 
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On October 9, 1988 a Washington Post article 
quoted Benes as saying that the allegation that 
he had witnessed a meeting between George 
Bush and Iranians was “completely false and a 
joke“ and that he was bedridden following 
heart surgery during October 1980/® In a 
taped conversation on October 13, Brenneke 
told Benes that he knows journalists will pay 
Benes for his story that he met with Bush and 
Casey in Paris during 1980. Brenneke told 
Benes he knows nothing about the meetings or 
why journalists think Benes has knowledge of 
them when, it was Brenneke who testified at 
Rupp’s sentencing that he and Benes were 
present. Brenneke told Benes he would send 
him newspaper information regarding the alle- 
gations and said, “[Y]ou can tell me if this cor- 
rect. I don’t know if it is correct or not . . . 
People say that you were a friend of Mr. Casey, 
you know about these things . . . that is why 
they talk with you because of, also. Mr. Casey 
and maybe Mr. Bush and so forth, maybe you 
talked with them — maybe not. Do you under- 
stand?’’ Based on its review of these conver- 
sations, the Task Force believes that Brenneke 
was aware that Benes was never present at any 
Paris meeting and was attempting to induce 
Benes to lie with promises of financial gain. 

The Task Force also believes that Brenneke 
played a central role in falsely propagating the 
October Surprise allegations for financial and 
personal reasons.^* Brenneke applied for em- 
ployment with the CIA in the 1960’s and was 
never hired. Since that time, he has attempted 
to involve himself in intelligence-like activities 
and has repeatedly proclaimed himself to be a 
CIA operative.^® For example, Brenneke found- 
ed a small charter airline company which he 
named. Air America, the same name as a 
former CIA proprietary airline.®' His erratic 
employment history includes real estate sales 
and management and an unsuccessful overseas 
loan business, but no work for the CIA.®^ 

Beginning in 1983, Brenneke attempted to 
enter into the arms business by associating 
himself wdth individuals attempting to sell a 
Soviet tank recovered by the Iranians to the 
U.S. government.®® At one point during that 
time period when Brenneke was returning to 
the United States from abroad, Customs offi- 
cials at the airport confiscated documents in his 
possession which appeared to be evidence of il- 
legal arms sales to Iran.®^ Rather than become 


the subject of a Customs investigation based on 
that evidence, Brenneke offered to assist them 
by providing information.®® In that time period, 
Brenneke falsely portrayed himself as a central 
player in dealings between the United States 
and Iran.®® Beginning in 1986, Brenneke pro- 
claimed to the media to have knowledge of an 
illegal arms deal with Iran related to “Iran- 
Contra’’ and found the media to be receptive 
to his tales.®’ 

In 1988, Brenneke parlayed his role as a 
media conduit of allegedly secret information 
into a job with the International Center for De- 
velopment Policy (ICDP) a private research 
center in Washington, D.C. Brenneke was hired 
to investigate and disclose George Bush’s role 
in “drug trafficking and illegal arms shipments 
in support of the contras.’’ ®® By the end of 
July, ICDP had told Brenneke that he would be 
fired for his failure to produce the promised in- 
formation.®® 

Around that time, Brenneke met researcher 
Barbara Honegger in what she testified to be a 
chance meeting at the ICDP offices.®® Honeg- 
ger recognized Brenneke’s name as a person 
reported to have special knowledge of the Iran- 
Contra affair.®' Honegger told Brenneke what 
she had learned in the course of her own re- 
search on the alleged October Surprise deal 
and asked him if he could verify her informa- 
tion.®® Brenneke falsely verified some of her in- 
formation and told her that he had been 
present at a Paris meeting with Iranians.®® He 
also told Honegger that Casey had been 
present on the day before at another meeting 
with Iranian representatives.®^ Because this was 
the first time the allegation had been made that 
Casey participated in the meetings, it was a sig- 
nificant breakthrough for Honegger.®® The 
meeting with Brenneke also proved significant 
to Honegger’s efforts because Brenneke ap- 
peared to be an actual participant in at least 
one Paris meeting and had confirmed that they 
had occurred.®®* ®’ 

Thus, faced with being discharged from 
IDCP, Brenneke for the first time indicated he 
had knowledge of an October Surprise deal, 
despite the fact that he had sought employment 
and media attention on the basis of his alleged 
access to classified information and had previ- 
ously offered allegedly sensitive information to 
several government agencies.®® Furthermore, 
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Brcnneke had not come forward with his “in- 
formation*' when Honegger first published an 
article about her theories in June 1987.®® Short- 
ly after Honegger reported Brenneke’s claims, 
he attempted to use his new role as an October 
Surprise source to convince ICDP to continue 
his employment.^® 

Following his initial discussions with Honeg- 
ger, Brenneke met with journalist Martin Kilian 
of the German weekly, Der Spiegel and advised 
Kilian of his involvement in the October Sur- 
prise scenario.^' Shortly thereafter, in Septem- 
ber 1988 Kilian interviewed Oswald LeWinter 
who apparently confirmed to Kilian that Bren- 
neke was present at the alleged Paris meet- 
ings.’^ Once Brenneke and LeWinter had estab- 
lished Brenneke as a participant at the Paris 
meetings, Brenneke's records indicate that he 
engaged in substantial contacts with an array of 
other journalists to perpetuate the story. It was 
through these contacts that Brenneke came to 
testify at Rupp's sentencing.’^ 

In addition to his efforts to solicit fabrica- 
tions from Benes, Brenneke's telephone 
records indicate that he had frequent contact 
with others alleged to have knowledge of these 
allegations, including William Northrop and 
Nicolas Ignatiew. In addition, Brenneke has 
also been associated with Ari Ben-Menashe, 
and Bernard Veillot.’^ The Task Force believes 
that Brenneke's fabrications, his efforts to per- 
suade others to make similar fabrications, and 
the “piggy-back" allegations of others, such as 
Oswald LeWinter, further perpetuated an oth- 
erwise poorly supported story for a number of 
interested journalists and researchers. Most re- 
searchers ultimately came to disbelieve Bren- 
neke. However, the chronology of events sug- 
gests that, absent Brenneke’s claims that he was 
a participant in the Paris meetings and had 
knowledge of William Casey’s attendance, 
those particular allegations might not have 
become the centerpiece of the October Sur- 
prise lore. 

Evidence of Brenneke’s role in fabricating 
and perpetuating the October Surprise allega- 
tions, in addition to his calendars, credit card 
receipts, taped telephone conversations and 
other personal records, coupled with the testi- 
mony of others, led the Task Force to the con- 
clude that Brenneke is not truthful and that no 
additional useful evidence would be obtained 
by actively pursuing his testimony or granting 


him immunity. Our decision in this regard was 
made simple, of course, by virtue of the fact 
that we had access to previous testimony under 
oath by Brenneke.’® 

c. Heinrich Rupp 

Heinrich Rupp is a Swiss-born pilot who is 
alleged to have flown William Casey and others 
to Paris for meetings with Iranian representa- 
tives in October 1980. The first public disclo- 
sure of Rupp's knowledge of alleged Paris 
meetings came a> a 1988 hearing at which he 
was sentenced for bank fraud.’® During the sen- 
tencing hearing, Richard Brenneke testified 
that Rupp flew Casey, George Bush and several 
others from the United States to Paris for a 
meeting with Iranian representatives.’' Rupp 
himself made his first public statement about 
these allegations a few days later on a televi- 
sion show in Denver. ’** ’® 

The Task Force believes that much of Rupp’s 
story was fabricated by or in connection with 
Richard Brenneke. Both allege a long-term 
friendship based on prior work for the CIA.®® 
Neither ever worked for the CIA. 

Rupp's and Brenneke’s version of Rupp’s 
story are both riddled with inconsistencies, 
such as whether one or two planes made the 
trip to Paris, and whether George Bush flew to 
Paris or not.®' The Task Force focused on 
those allegations which originate from Rupp, 
rather than those that Brenneke and others at- 
tribute to Rupp. Rupp and his counsel intially 
refused to allow Rupp to be deposed. The 
Task Force ultimately deposed Rupp under 
oath on October 8, 1992.®^ 

Rupp testified that he was recruited to work 
for U.S. intelligence by William Casey in 
1957.®® Rupp however testified that he did not 
learn English until after he came to the United 
States in 1960.®^ The Task Force finds this ac- 
count implausible since at the time Casey alleg- 
edly recruited Rupp in 1957, Casey spoke only 
English, was a partner in a New York law firm, 
was a member of the Board of Directors of 
Capital Cities Broadcasting Corporation, and 
was not serving in the United States intelli- 
gence community.®® 

Rupp initially testified that he flew Casey on 
one flight to Paris during 1980, and that he 
knew at the time that Casey was the campaign 
manager for the “new President." ®® Rupp testi- 
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fied that he did not see the passengers inside 
the airplane, but saw Casey as he dashed from 
the plane to a limousine in the rain.®’ 

Later in his deposition Rupp was asked if he 
had any doubt in his mind that the man he saw 
was William Casey. Rupp stated, “Now I have 
doubts ... I don’t know what the hell went 
on.” ®® During the deposition, Rupp contradict- 
ed his earlier statements to the media, testify- 
ing that he did not fly George Bush to Paris, 
but believed he saw him, or someone who 
looked like him, coming out of another air- 
plane at the airport in Paris.®® 

Rupp could provide little detailed informa- 
tion concerning the date of the flight. He could 
recall only that it was cold in Europe, which led 
him to believe that the flight occurred late in 
the year.®® According to Rupp, the flight was 
non-stop from Washington National to LeBour- 
get airport in Paris. ®^ 

Rupp no longer possesses his passport for 
the period including 1980. During his deposi- 
tion, he was shown a photocopy of a passport 
in his name, which had been discovered among 
Richard Brenneke’s belongings. Rupp stated 
that he believed the photocopy to be an accu- 
rate copy of his passport.®^ The passport shows 
no markings indicating an entry into Paris 
during 1980.®® 

Rupp no longer has his log book or other 
flight records that might corroborate his allega- 
tions.®^ The Task Force obtained a copy of a 
document of unknown origin which purports to 
be a recreation of Rupp’s “Aircraft Logs from 
16 June 1980 through March 1981.” ®® The 
document lists only one flight logged by Rupp, 
in October 1980 to Burbank, California.®® A 
telex dated October 14, 1980 was provided to 
the Task Force by Rupp’s attorney to corrobo- 
rate Rupp’s story of his flight to Paris. It does 
not. The telex shows only that Rupp was 
scheduled to pick up a Bight plan for a possible 
flight from the United States to Japan, via 
.Alaska, for O & A International.®’ 

According to Barbara Honegger, Rupp’s at- 
torney, Michael Scott had claimed at one point 
that a man named Alto was Rupp’s co-pilot on 
the flight to Paris.®® Task Force investigators 
spoke wdth Joseph Alto, one of the owners of O 
& A International, a charter airline company 
which employed Rupp in late 1980 and early 
1981.®® Alto told the Task Force that Rupp and 
he did make a flight for O &: A to Paris from 


Washington, with a probable stop in New- 
foundland. Alto stated however, that the trip 
was made in January, 1981, not October, 

1980. ^®® Rupp’s flight logs ^®^ also verify that 
Rupp flew' a plane from Burbank, to Las V'Cgas, 
to Washington National, and then to Paris in 

1981. Interestingly, this trip was made in the 
same type of plane in which Rupp testified he 
flew Casey to Paris, a BAG- 111.'®^ During his 
interview, Alto also told Task Force investiga- 
tors that he and a co-pilot accompanied Rupp 
on this trip and that there were no passengers. 
During his deposition, in conflict with the prior 
statement of his counsel to the Task Force, 
Rupp denied that Alto was his co-pilot on the 
trip.'®® 

The Task Force sought to verify Rupp’s alle- 
gations through information from the Federal 
Aviation Administration and its counterparts 
abroad, but was unable to do so. In addition to 
the absence of corroborative evidence, certain 
aspects of Rupp’s background led the Task 
Force to conclude that he is not a credible wit- 
ness. For example, in addition to his 1988 con- 
viction for bank fraud, Rupp has been the sub- 
ject of other government investigations for a 
range of suspected illegal activities including 
espionage, illegal export of weapons, the fraud- 
ulent sale of gold, and false claims to a govern- 
mental agency.'®'* Rupp has also proven to be 
untruthful about other, related matters. For ex- 
ample, he claims long employment by the CIA 
and has implied that the trip to Paris somehow 
grew out of that employment. But the CIA 
denies ever employing Rupp. The Task Force 
reviewed CIA files and found that his employ- 
ment claim was not supported either by agency 
records or witnesses. Rupp has identified Ray 
S. Cline, a former high-ranking CIA official and 
current lecturer at Georgetown University, as 
someone from the CIA who could verify his 
employment with the CIA.'®® When questioned 
by the FBI, Cline denied that he had any 
knowledge of Rupp’s alleged activities.'®® The 
CIA did at one time consider employing Rupp 
but a limited background check raised concerns 
and he was not hired.'®’ 

Other facts demonstrate that Rupp is not a 
credible witness. Following his sentencing for 
bank fraud, the court ordered a psychiatric 
evaluation.'®® In 1991 FBI agents interviewed 
Rupp as part of an investigation of certain 



“false claims” made to United States govern- 
ment agencies and concluded that he was men- 
tally unstable.'®® For all of the above reasons, 
the Task Force considers Rupp not a credible 
witness. 

d. Gunther Russbacher 

One of the most persistent and least credible 
interlocutors in the October Surprise story is 
Gunther Karl Russbacher. Russbacher has gen- 
erated a letter-writing campaign to support his 
story. Early in the Task Force’s investigation, 
dozens of individuals from around the country 
called or wrote to warn that Russbacher was at 
risk of being murdered in his Missouri prison 
by people seeking to prevent him from telling 
his story. Russbacher’s leading advocate was an 
unlicensed law school graduate, Paul Wilcher. 

Russbacher claimed to piloted a Saudi gov- 
ernment BAC-1 1 1 jet which flew George Bush, 
William Casey, Donald Gregg, Robert Gates, 
Robert McFarlane, Richard Allen, Jennifer Fitz- 
gerald, and secret service agents to Paris on the 
weekend of October 19, 1980. 

According to Russbacher, the gist of the 
agreement reached in Paris was a promise by 
the Iranians to hold American hostages captive 
until after the election in exchange for $40 mil- 
lion in cash and the promise of $5 billion in 
arms sales through Israel. Russbacher said that 
he flew George Bush back from Paris to the 
United States in an SR-71 Blackbird spy plane 
in one hour and fifteen minutes. Russbacher 
has made other claims, all based on the above 
unlikely premise. 

Former presidential candidate Ross Perot 
was among the many people Russbacher 
sought out with his tale. Perot concluded that 
the story could be quickly investigated by de- 
termining whether Russbacher knew anything 
about the actual operation of an SR-71 Black- 
bird. When he told Russbacher that he was dis- 
patching his attorney along with a pilot familiar 
with the operation of the SR-71, Russbacher 
suddenly became ill and was unable to meet 
with Perot’s emissaries. Perot’s attorney later 
met with Russbacher alone, asked him the 
questions the pilot had instructed him to ask, 
and received answers which indicated that 
Russbacher knew virtually nothing about the 
operation of the SR-71. Perot and his staff con- 
firmed this to the Task Force."® 


The Task Force scheduled an interview wiih 
Russbacher during the spring of 1992. On the 
day before investigators were to travel to Mis- 
souri, the Task Force received a letter from 
Russbacher prepared by Paul Wilcher making 
numerous demands, including complete immu- 
nity for Russbacher and others as well as de- 
mands for detailed security arrangements. 

The Task Force’s found that Russbacher 
lacked credibility. Through his “counsel,” 
Wilcher, Russbacher at one point promised to 
deliver to both House and Senate investigators 
a videotape taken during the alleged flight of 
the SR-71 from Paris to the United States 
which showed Russbacher and Bush on board. 
He demanded immunity in advance, but was 
told that the videotape would have to be pro- 
duced before immunity would be considered. 
Wilcher failed to deliver the videotape, after 
agreeing to do so at a predetermined time and 
place. 

Russbacher’s credibility is also undermined 
by a thirty-year criminal record which includes 
convictions for impersonating law enforcement 
officers, military personnel, and federal offi- 
cials."^ There are also a number of psychiatric 
adjudications in his background. Simply put. 
Russbacher’s story runs the spectrum from fab- 
rication to delusion. 

e. Oswald LeWinter 

Oswald LeWinter’s story is a veritable text- 
book on how the conspiracy allegations that 
constitute the October Surprise story were ini- 
tiated and evolved. LeWinter had at one point 
alleged that he was instructed by intelligence 
authorities to go to Paris on the weekend of 
October 18-19, 1980, to assist with security for 
meetings that were to take place at the Hotel 
Raphael and Hotel Waldorf Florida, and to act 
as part of the “cleanup team” He stated that 
William Casey was a participant in meetings 
with Israelies and Iranians, in which arms trans- 
fers related to the American hostages were dis- 
cussed. LeWinter said he could not be certain 
that the purpose of the meetings was to delay 
the release of the hostages. LeWinter also 
claimed that he had significant experience with 
U.S. and Israeli intelligence agencies and was 
attached to a U.S. military intelligence unit in 
West Germany at the time he went to Paris in 
October, 1980. 
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LeWinier, who at the time identified himself 
as “Mr. Racine”, was interviewed by a number 
of journalists who later published his story 
Le Winter also plays a key role in Barbara Hon- 
egger*s book, October Surprise, where he is re- 
ferred to as “Mr. 

LeWinter was interviewed by Task Force staff 
on August 25, 1992 in a town on the Dutch/ 
German border. LeWinter was extremely reluc- 
tant to be interviewed on tape and under oath. 
He was at first only willing to reconfirm the 
story he had previously told Journalists. At one 
point during the discussion, prior to the re- 
corded interview, however, LeWinter indicated 
that the Task Force would get a much different 
story under oath, but that the staff should not 
press this issue. 

LeWinter then indicated that he had been 
carrying a burden for a significant period of 
time and wanted to tell the Task Force, under 
oath and on tape, what he had told no one pre- 
viously — “the complete truth.” LeWinter then 
stated under oath that his “October Surprise” 
allegations had been a complete fabrication. 
LeWinter stated that he began to construct the 
story during his incarceration in 1986-7 at the 
Metropolitan Correction Center in New York, 
where he was serving a sentence for federal 
drug conspiracy charges. According to 
LeWinter, this drug conspiracy involved one of 
the largest amphetamine distribution rings ever 
uncovered. He said he felt he had been 
wrongly treated by the federal government and 
wanted to extract revenge."’ 

At some point during his incarceration, 
LeWinter read that the American hostages in 
Tehran had been released just minutes after 
Ronald Reagan’s inauguration as president. 
This struck him as strange. A reporter friend of 
LeWinter’s told him that he thought that there 
must have been “some deal . . . made outside 
the Carter Administration between the Republi- 
cans and the Iranians.” 

LeWinter stated that his idea of exacting re- 
venge became a preoccupation, and that he 
started researching and investigating. He read 
old newspapers and magazines in the prison li- 
brary at the Metropolitan Correction Center in 
New York. He even began to study Farsi, read- 
ing Persian poetry, to sharpen his language 
skills. During much of this period, LeWinter’s 
cell mate was the highly publicized Italian P-2 
figure, Francisco Pazienza. A renowned Czech- 


oslovak spy was housed just a few cells away. 
From conversations with them, LeWinter ob- 
tained added texture and background for the 
story that was developing in his head. LeWinter 
stated that, during 1987, 

“I spent my days at the library re- 
searching. And I read everything in- 
cluding foreign language newspapers. 

I was teaching myself Farsi because I 
wanted to read Iranian newspapers. I 
translated Persian poetry in order to 
teach myself the language.” 

Sometime later LeWinter met an Australian 
reporter and told him the germ of his “Octo- 
ber Surprise” story."® That reporter eventually 
put LeWinter in touch with Barbara Honeg- 
ger."^ LeWinter noted that he spoke to Honeg- 
ger just after he had finished eating a bowl of 
raisin bran. When she asked his name he said 
“Razine.” He said that she asked him certain 
questions from which he was able to extrapo- 
late additional information that could be blend- 
ed into his story. 

LeWinter provided an example of how he 
wove his actual experiences into the story to 
give it credibility. He noted that he had actually 
been in Paris with relatives on the weekend of 
October 18 and 19, 1980. While in Paris, he 
had walked by the American embassy and had 
noticed that there was a lot of activity. Later, 
when speaking to Honegger, he told her about 
the activity at the embassy. LeWinter said Hon- 
egger stated that she understood the same 
thing and suggested that there had been meet- 
ings. He also told how he used journalists to 
build the story. For example, he stated that 
Honegger “kept asking me leading questions, 
so every time I talked with her, I learned more, 
some of which I fit in, some I didn’t.” 

Honegger put LeWinter in touch with many 
other reporters, such as Martin Kilian of Der 
Spiegel, whom he also used to develop his story. 
At one point, when he made a telephone call 
into a radio talk show, LeWinter’s voice was 
recognized by someone who knew him. 
LeWinter disliked the fact that people now 
knew who he was, so he began to put out a 
“disinformation story.” During the 1988 Presi- 
dential campaign LeWinter even began telling 
reporters that he was being paid to sow disin- 
formation, “to pepper my story with lies so that 
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reporters would drop out and not be interested 
and Bush would get [elected].” 

In short, over several years LeWinter fac- 
tored into his story information that he learned 
from telephone calls from journalists and news- 
paper articles. He disseminated disinformation 
to keep reporters and others off balance. He 
stated that most of the reporters with whom he 
dealt were serious, often skeptical, and usually 
trying to play the story straight. LeWinter 
noted that at least one German reporter with 
whom he spent a great deal of time talking 
became extremely skeptical of his story and 
strongly encouraged him “to tell the Task 
Force the truth, whatever it was.” 

LeWinter stated that much of the intelligence 
background he claimed was also a fabrication. 
For example, he stated that his references to 
years of employment in the United States intel- 
ligence community were false. He claimed that 
he would occasionally provide information to 
military intelligence authorities, but he ac- 
knowledged that he was not a military intelli- 
gence official. 

Finally, LeWinter stated that he was now 
happily married andno longer had a “desire for 
revenge.” But he stated that even during the 
early part of his Task Force interview, he “was 
seriously considering bluffing it out.” In 
fact, he had brought along a 1980 diary in 
which he had falsified a number of entries.'^® In 
the final analysis the Task Force found 
LeWinter’s recantation under oath to be far 
more credible, internally consistent, and logical 
than his myriad prior unsworn stories. 

3. Persons Claiming or Alleged 
To Have Second-Hand 
Knowledge 

a. Jamshid Hashemi 

The Task Force interviewed Martin Kilian, a 
reporter for Der Spiegel. He stated that in May, 
1989 he interviewed Jamshid Hashemi, who 
told him about the Paris meetings. According 
to Kilian, Hashemi stated that on July 4, 1980, 
Stanley Pottinger attended a meeting in Madrid 
on behalf of the Carter administration, and that 
in late August, 1980 Cyrus Hashemi and Pot- 
tinger met with Henry Kissinger in London.'^® 
Jamshid Hashemi stated that Cyrus Hashemi 
had been “bought off” by the Reagan cam- 


paign. Jamshid Hashemi also stated that he be- 
lieved that John Shaheen, a business associate 
of Cyrus Hashemi, Roy Furmark, a business as- 
sociate of Shaheen, William Casey, Adnan Kha- 
shoggi, and, later, Cyrus Hashemi, had been in- 
volved in the meetings. 

According to Kilian, who produced his con- 
temporaneous notes of his interview with Jam- 
shid Hashemi, Jamshid Hashemi stated that 
Cyrus Hashemi told him of two later meet- 
ings— one in Paris and one in Zurich. The par- 
ticipants in these meetings included Ahmed 
Khomeini, Hamid Nagashan, Sadegh Ghotbza- 
deh, Manucheher Ghorbanifar, Richard Helms, 
Henry Kissinger, William Casey and Robert 
McFarlane. Kilian stated that it was his impres- 
sion that Hashemi spoke as if he had been at 
the meetings. On these points, Jamshid Ha- 
shemi is not a credible witness. In his deposi- 
tion by the Task Force, Hashemi categorically 
denied that he had any knowledge of a meeting 
in Paris. Indeed, he denied ever having met 

Kilian. '32 

In 1991, ABC Xightlines Ted Koppel quoted 
Jamshid Hashemi’s statement about the Paris 
meeting. The Xightline transcript shows Jamshid 
stating that his brother, Cyrus, had been 
present in Paris and had told him that George 
Bush had not been present. When confront- 
ed with Nightline’s reporting of his statements 
in 1991, Jamshid Hashemi claimed to have 
denied any knowledge of a Paris meeting when 
interviewed by the staff of ABC’s Nightline. 
He claimed that he had merely acknowledged 
that such a meeting was possible. 

Jamshid’s testimony regarding Koppel’s re- 
marks, however, is impeached by nearly identi- 
cal statements about Paris meetings that he has 
made to Gary Sick. According to Sick, during 
an interview with Jamshid in London on Octo- 
ber 13, 1990, Jamshid “referred to unspecified 
meetings in Paris. He said he had not been 
present but had heard something about them 
from Cyrus, who had participated. He said 
these were follow-up meetings after Madrid. He 
. . . identified Casey and Ghotbzadeh as par- 
ticipants.” '35 Two days later. Sick “pressed 
IJamshid] harder about possible Paris meet- 
ings.” '3®Jamshid maintained that he was not at 
the meetings, and indicated that he was “con- 
fused about exactly what happened.” But he 
told Sick that he had heard about the meetings 
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from his brother Cyrus, and that Cyrus had 
“arranged the whole thing.” 

In sum, there is a considerable record of 
statements by Jamshid manifesting his alleged 
knowledge of meetings in Paris involving Cyrus 
Hashemi and William Casey. Accordingly, it is 
disingenuous, at best, for Jamshid now to at- 
tempt under oath to recant these allegations by 
either denying that he never met with certain 
journalists or denying that he told them that he 
had knowledge about meetings in Paris. 

Because of Jamshid’s shifting position on 
Paris it is impossible to know which if any story 
to believe. In any case it is clear that if he ever 
told anyone about a Paris meeting, he has now 
recanted his earlier versions. 

b. Houshang Lavi 

Garv Sick reports that Houshang Lavi, a de- 
ceased Iranian expatriate arms merchant, 
claims that he accompanied Cyrus Hashemi to 
Paris and that Hashemi attended the meetings 
in Paris in mid-October. According to Sick, 
Lavi described the events in Paris to him. Sick 
reports that Lavi told him the following: Cyrus 
Hashemi called Lavi on approximately October 
14, 1980. Though they had not previously met, 
Lavi joined Hashemi in London, and then the 
two flew to Paris. They stayed for three or four 
days, lodging in the Hotel Raphael. Allowing 
lime for travel time, Lavi’s claims would have 
put him in London and Paris between approxi- 
mately October 14 and October 19 or 20, 
1980. Lavi reported to his family that the meet- 
ing was arranged by the CIA.^^® 

According to Sick, Lavi claimed not to have 
attended the meetings and only could report 
Cyrus Hashemi’s description of their partici- 
pants and content. Hashemi reportedly said 
that he w'as meeting with William Casey in 
order to gain the release of the hostages. Lavi 
claimed that the hostages would be released 
after the November 4, 1980 elections in order 
to prevent President Carter from getting any 
credit for their release. Hashemi is said to have 
identified a man by the name of Shaheen as the 
contact betw^een Casey and Hashemi.'^® 

During this time period, as noted earlier, 
Lavi was represented by Mitchell Rogovin. Ac- 
cording to Rogovin, during the fall of 1980 
Lavi hired him to make contacts with the Carter 
administration in order to offer his services to 
help negotiate a settlement of the hostage 


crisis. Coincidentally, Rogovin was also general 
counsel for John Anderson’s presidential cam- 
paign, and kept a detailed diary of his activities. 
The diary showed that Rogovin arranged meet- 
ings for Lavi with various officials in the Carter 
administration between September 29, 1980 
and at least October 15, 1980. Rogovin was de- 
posed by the Task Force and provided detailed 
information which showed that Lavi was neither 
in Paris nor London, as alleged. 

Based on the evidence gathered by the Task 
Force, it is clear that Lavi’s story is not credi- 
ble. Irrefutable evidence shows that neither he 
nor Cyrus Hashemi was in London or Paris 
during the time period Lavi alleged. Lavi’s 
claim that he received a telephone call from 
Hashemi on October 14, 1980, and immediate- 
ly flew to join him in London is patently false. 
The FBI/FISA wire intercepts show that on Oc- 
tober 14, 1980, Hashemi flew from London to 
New York and arrived at approximately 8:30 
a.m. that morning. In addition, Rogovin’s 
testimony and diary show' that, rather than 
being in London or Paris, Lavi was in Washing- 
ton during most times relevant to his Paris alle- 
gations. Finally, Rogovin advised the Task 
Force that Lavi had visa problems that would 
have prevented him from meeting with Ha- 
shemi in London and attending the alleged 
Paris meetings.'^' 

Rogovin testified that on October 14, 1980, 
Lavi told him about six telephone calls he had 
received from Tehran on October 13. Rogovin 
also stated that on October 14, 1980 Lavi par- 
ticipated in several telephone conversations 
with Assistant Secretary of State Harold Saun- 
ders. 

Rogovin testified that on October 15, 1980 
Lavi flew to Washington and met with Saun- 
ders. On October 16, 1980 Lavi told Rogo- 
vin about Prime Minister Raja’i’s trip to New 
York, President Bani-Sadr’s discussion of a pro- 
posed arms/hostages swap, and a possible 
meeting with Prime Minister Raja’i. Rogovin’s 
note specifically reflected Lavi telling him that 
“the Prime Minister is a hardliner, is not going 
to deal with Carter, under no circumstances are 
‘they willing to deal with the present adminis- 
tration.’ ” The following day, Lavi told Ro- 
govin that he again had spoken with Tehran 
and that they ‘‘stressed to him they don’t want 



to deal with the Carter administration but do 
want to swap.”'^^ 

On October 19 Lavi called Rogovin to tell 
him that President Bani-Sadr*s foreign advisor 
had called and wanted to meet with Lavi. On 
October 20 a person described as Bani-Sadr’s 
foreign advisor, reflected in Rogovin’s notes as 
Navab Safavi, visited with Rogovin and Lavi in 
Rogovin’s Washington office. Rogovin indicat- 
ed that nothing substantive came of the meet- 
ing.'^® Rogovin was asked why his notes from 
that meeting seemed to end in mid-sentence, 
and he indicated that he either “ran out of 
inches or interest, one of the two.” 

On October 21 Lavi told Rogovin that a for- 
eign agent in Paris had sold documents indicat- 
ing United States and Israeli involvement in the 
war in Iraq. Rogovin’s notes go on to say “48 
hrs. Iranian agent coming,” then “No release 
of anybody before election,” and then “Want 
to talk to Bush.” Rogovin could recall nothing 
with respect to the entry concerning the docu- 
ments sold in Paris or to an Iranian agent 
coming in 48 hours. He indicated that, with re- 
spect to the entries regarding the hostage re- 
lease and George Bush, “the talking to Bush is 
a reflection of the frustration of 21 days of 
trying to talk to the State Department. The no 
release of anyone before the election was a 
staccato theme that was being played at this 
point. He [Lavi] was reporting back, they don’t 
want to deal with this administration, they want 
to see the moves. No one is going to be re- 
leased until after the election he is re- 

porting what he is being told by the Iranians 
that he is speaking with.” Later that day, Ro- 
govin’s notes suggest that Assistant Secretary 
Saunders at the State Department had called to 
report that President Bani-Sadr had said that 
Lavi had no authority to represent him and that 
no one had authority to negotiate for them. 

On October 24 Rogovin’s notes suggest that 
Lavi asked him a number of questions regard- 
ing what would happen if President Carter 
issued an executive order to unfreeze the Irani- 
an governmental assets. 

On October 26 Lloyd Cutler arranged for a 
briefing by Saunders. At that briefing, Rogovin 
indicated that we “will give $125 (million) in 
arms but hold back on ‘Phoenix-type lethal 
weapons’.” 

The following day, after a discussion with 
Lavi, Rogovin’s notes indicate that Lavi would 


be in California on October 29 and provide a 
number where he could be reached. Rogovin 
acknowledged that if Lavi was going to be out 
of town or somewhere other than the normal 
places where he could be reached, he would 
provide his number to Rogovin. He also had 
indicated that he did not “recall [Lavi] being 
out of the country during this period of time. 
He had a visa problem. He had a problem in 
travelling. It was not easy for him to travel 
there were places in Europe, for exam- 
ple, that he couldn’t go. At a later time, we 
were supposed to meet in England and it had 
to be Spain.” 

On October 28, Rogovin’s notes suggests 
that Lavi indicated that the news was still the 
same — there would be no hostage release until 
after the election. According to Rogovin’s 
notes, Lavi gave the same message on October 
29. 

On October 3 1 Lavi told Rogovin that 
rumors of the hostage release were unfounded. 
Rogovin’s last entry with respect to the hos- 
tages was on November 2, when he indicated 
that Saunders had called at 6:15 a.m. to advise 
Rogovin about the decision of the Iranian Par- 
liament with respect to the hostages. Rogovin 
indicated that he did not keep notes of discus- 
sions he may have had with Lavi regarding the 
hostages after the election on November 4 
election, nor could he recall the substance of 
any discussions. 

Rogovin also indicated that he was never told 
by Lavi about a meeting at the L’Enfant Plaza 
Hotel with Richard Allen or Lawrence Silber- 
man and that he was positive that he would 
have remembered that because he had been 
dealing with Silberman at that time on another 
issue. 

Rogovin indicated that he knew Cyrus Ha- 
shemi’s name from a Customs case in mid-80, 
for which Lavi was acting as an informant, but 
that Hashemi’s name didn’t “ring a bell” with 
respect to the 1980 hostage negotiations.^^® 

Rogovin also indicated that he felt that Lavi 
became “less reliable, less honest” as time 
went on.^®^ He added that Lavi never discussed 
the “October Surprise allegations” with him.'^^ 

Interestingly, in response to questions by the 
Task Force Rogovin related a story regarding 
Lavi’s request for Rogovin’s help on an Israeli/ 
Iranian arms deal in the 1982 time period. This 
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transaction shares some common elements with 
the October Surprise allegations, it was clearly 
unrelated. 

The Task Force concludes that Lavi’s testi- 
mony regarding Paris is a fabrication. Rogo- 
vin’s testimony that Lavi was in Washington, 
D.C. on the days when Lavi later claimed to 
have been in London and Paris with Hashemi, 
together with FISA evidence that Hashemi was 
not in London or Paris on those days disprove 
Lavi’s claim. Furthermore, Lavi’s claim to have 
been in Paris is not believable in light of his 
having told Rogovin on October 21, 1980, that 
he wanted to present his ideas to George Bush. 
Had Lavi been in Paris a day or two before 
learning about a hostage deal involving Casey 
and Bush, it defies belief that he would have 
raised the topic of the meeting with Bush. 

The Task Force found Rogovin to be a credi- 
ble witness for a variety of reasons, including 
the details provided in his diary and the fact 
that he chose to report Lavi’s proposals to the 
CIA and the State Deparment immediately. 

c. William Herrmann 

William Herrmann was born in Danzig, Ger- 
many in 1936. He arrived in the United States 
in 1950 and settled in Michigan. After graduat- 
ing high school he joined the United States 
Army, specializing in ordnance and transporta- 
tion. He was honorably discharged in 1959. 
From 1962 to 1964 he worked for an air freight 
company. Worldwide Services, at Kennedy Air- 
port in New York. In 1964 he started his own 
air freight forwarding company at Kennedy Air- 
port, Continental Air Transport. Continental 
had ofTices throughout Europe and the Middle 
East.^^^ Continental operated until 1964, when 
“complications at Kennedy Airport” forced 
him to close down. In 1970, Herrmann estab- 
lished International Resources Development 
Company (IRDC).^^® IRDC was engaged in the 
arms business, specializing in small arms: pis- 
tols, submachine guns and revolvers.'®^ IRDC 
shipped directly out of Brazil to its clients 
worldwide.'®® Herrmann operated IRDC in 
New Jersey and Frankfurt, Germany between 
1970 and 1985, when it closed.'®® Herrmann 
unconvincingly claims that no records of 
IRDC’s business dealings exist because they 
were destroyed by the warehouse people that 
housed them for non-payment of bills.'®® 


Herrmann first started selling military arms 
to Iran '®' in 1980, following a meeting with 
Hamid Nagashian who was, at the time, the au- 
thorized arms procurement official for the Rev- 
olutionary Guard in Iran.'®^ Herrmann was in- 
troduced to Nagashian in the fall of 1980 by 
Otto Schaller, another arms dealer and friend 
of Manuchehr Ghorbanifar. During the meet- 
ing, Herrmann testified, Nagashian told him 
that he was interested in purchasing arms for 
the Revolutionary Guard. Herrmann showed 
Nagashian brochures from Taurus Internation- 
al, a Brazilian manufacturer licensed by Baretta. 
Nagashan placed orders for three models of 
guns. The guns were then shipped to Iran by 
Taurus, and Herrmann collected a commis- 
sion.'®® 

Nagashan and Herrmann thereafter estab- 
lished an ongoing business relationship. Ac- 
cording to Herrmann, whenever Nagashian 
needed additional guns he would contact Herr- 
mann, who would place an order with 
Taurus.'®® This arrangement lasted from 1981 
to 1985,'®’ when Herrmann got out of the busi- 
ness.'®® 

Herrmann stated that in January, 1981 he 
was invited to Tehran by Deputy Minister of 
Defense, Ahmed Azzizi.'®® The purpose of the 
trip was to negotiate arm purchases for the Ira- 
nian Army. According to Herrmann, Nagashian 
had arranged the Azzizi invitation.'’® Herrmann 
stated that he arrived in Tehran on approxi- 
mately January 18, 1981 and was provided 
accommodations at the Hilton Hotel. Herr- 
mann said that Nagashian came to the Hilton 
on January 21, 1981, to discuss the release of 
the hostages. Herrmann stated that Nagashian 
told him that the timing of the hostage release 
was the result of a deal with Reagan campaign 
people; some of his testimony follows: 

Q; And tell us, if you would, what 
Nagashian told you, if anything, about 
the release of the hostages? 

A: Well, he told me that a deal had 
been negotiated by some people in the 
Reagan administration and that the 
hostages would be released at the time 
Reagan was sworn in. 

Q: Did you ask Nagashian how he 
came to know this? 
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A: Yes. Well, I didn’t ask him, he 
told me. 

Q; And what did he tell you? 

A: That he was aware and he had 
been in Europe at the time when the 
negotiations took place. 

Q; He, Nagashian, was personally in 
Europe at the time? 

A: He was in Europe at the time, 
yes. 

t 0 * 

Q; And tell me specifically what he 
said with respect to how that agree- 
ment came to take place? 

A: He said for some time the Irani- 
ans had been negotiating with senior 
officials in the Reagan administration 
on the release of the hostages and also 
the delay in releasing them earlier. 

Q: Did he indicate to you at this 
time who, on behalf of Iran, was in- 
volved in these discussions? 

A: Mohammed Beheshti, Hakim, 
Rafsanjani, Mohsen Rafiqdust. Meet- 
ings with Casey, Allen and McFarlane. 
These were the three people that were 
involved. 

Q; So from Iran’s standpoint, Naga- 
shian says the three individuals in- 
volved in the negotiations concerning 
the hostages for the [Iranians] were 
Beheshti, Hakim, Rafsanjani and 
Mohsen Rafiqdust, and the people 
working or negotiating with them on 
behalf of the United States were Wil- 
liam Casey, Richard Allen and Robert 
McFarlane. Where did he say the ne- 
gotiation took place? 

A: He said the negotiations took 
place in Paris. 

Q; Where in Paris, do you recall? 

A: He didn’t say. 

Q; When in Paris? 

A: October, September, October, 
1980. 


Q: Did he indicate that he, himself, 
had attended these meetings? 

A: No, he didn’t say that, but he was 
in Europe at the time and he knew 
that these people were in Europe at 
the time, also. 

Q: Did he indicate to you how he 
knew that they were in Europe? 

A: He didn’t give me any indication 
how he found out, but, apparently, he 
knew what was happening at the time 
due to his position . . . 

Thus, Herrman said Nagashian told him that 
the deal was negotiated in Paris in the Fall of 
1980 (probably September or October), and 
that the participants in the negotiations were 
Mohammed Beheshti, Albert Hakim, Rafsanjani 
and Mohsen Rafiqdust for the Iranians and 
William Casey, Richard Allen and Bud McFar- 
lane for the Reagan Campaign. 

Task Force counsel asked Herrmann whether 
he told anyone about the Nagashian conversa- 
tion contemporaneously. Herrmann said that 
he confidentially advised the CIA of the infor- 
mation obtained from Nagashian. Having told 
the government his tale, Herrmann said that he 
felt no other responsibility to raise the subject 
elsewhere. 

The Task Force was concerned about Herr- 
mann’s connection to Richard Brenneke who 
had been shown to be untruthful. The Task 
Force questioned Herrmann about how he had 
surfaced as an October Surprise witness. Herr- 
mann was evasive about his contacts with Rich- 
ard Brenneke and Barbara Honneger. This 
evasiveness led the Task Force to question 
Herrmann’s veracity: 

Q; During this time period did you 
have contact with Barbara Honegger 
herself? 

# 4 ^ 

A: Yes, she contacted me before her 
book was published. That is how I got 
in there. How she got my name was 
through London, I believe, if I recall 
correctly. 

Q: You see, that strikes me as odd. 

How would she get your name 
through London? What happened in 
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London that she could possibly get 
your name? 

A: Because of the publicity I re- 
ceived. 

Q: What publicity did you receive 
with respect to October Surprise-relat- 
ed activities? 

A: None. None. 

Q; So how did she get your name? 

A: I don’t know. It could have been 
through Brenneke. I don’t know. 

# « # 

Q; Well, how did Brenneke get your 
name? You say maybe through Bren- 
neke. How would Brenneke have 
gotten your name to tie you into the 
October Surprise to get you to Bar- 
bara Honegger if you have not gone 
public with any statements about Oc- 
tober Surprise-related activities? 

A: I don’t know. I don’t know. 

Q: Did you ask Brenneke that? 

A: No I didn’t. 

Q; I mean 

A: As I said, I don’t want to know. I 
don’t want to get involved. 

Q; But it is quite a puzzle. I mean, 
here you have remained silent about 
this October Surprise matter, and then 
all of a sudden two people, Brenneke 
and Honegger, are calling you up and 
saying, I hear you have information 
relevant to October Surprise. It would 
strike me the first question out of my 
mouth is what are you talking about. 

And if it wasn’t, why would you 
choose to go public with them for the 
first time; Brenneke, a person about 
whom you felt was less than honest; 
and Honegger, a person you didn’t 
know? Why would you do that? 

A: Well, as I said, I didn’t know 
Brenneke either. I had never met the 
man personally, and, you know, Bren- 
neke is very good with collecting infor- 
mation, whether it is through newspa- 
pers, news media or whatever, and 


maybe he picked up my name through 
the news media. I don’t know. 

Q; But your name isn’t in the news 
media relating to October Surprise. 

A: I know that. I know that. 

Q; So how could he pick it up? 

A: I don’t know . . . 

Herrmann’s answers were disingenuous, at 
best. At worst he completely fabricated his 
knowledge of and participation in the October 
Surprise allegations. It is difficult to believe 
that Herrmann was contacted out of the blue 
by Honegger or Brenneke. It seems more likely 
that he affirmatively sought them out from his 
prison cell in an effort to insinuate himself into 
the October Surprise theory in much the same 
way as did Oswald LeWinter and others. Herr- 
mann might also have been motivated by a 
desire for revenge against the United States 
Government or for a shorter prison sentence. 
In any case, Herrmann’s story is factually 
flawed, especially in light of the CIA contact 
report and the testimony of Nagashan, dis- 
cussed below. 

The Task Force spoke with the CIA agent 
who Herrmann contacted. The agent indicated 
that during late 1981 or early 1982, FBI’s 
Newark office advised the CIA that William 
Herrmann with various offenses, including 
smuggling and theft of motor vehicles. As a 
result of these charges, Herrmann determined 
that it was in his best interests to cooperate 
with the U.S. Government. Among other 
things, he made statements concerning Iraq. 
The FBI notified the CIA of Herrmann’s coop- 
eration and suggested that an interview con- 
cerning the international matters he had raised 
should be arranged.*’® 

A CIA agent was assigned to contact Herr- 
mann and evaluate his utility as an intelligence 
source. Background checks revealed that Herr- 
mann had been arrested on several other occa- 
sions, in addition to his current charges. As a 
result, the CIA concluded that Herrmann 
would not be a useful source.*’® During the ini- 
tial screening process, however, Herrmann fre- 
quently telephoned the agent to volunteer in- 
formation. Most of the information was vague 
and unusable. The agent characterized Herr- 
mann as elusive and hard to pin down. He indi- 
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cated that Herrmann only provided information 
on Iraq, and was only able to produce a list of 
arms requirements from the Iraqi Ministry of 
Defense. According to the agent, Herrmann 
never discussed Iran or the October Surprise 
allegations. 

The agent’s last conversation with Herrmann 
occurred just before the holidays, when Herr- 
mann was to report to Leavenworth Penitentia- 
ry. Herrmann was desperate to avoid incarcer- 
ation. He said he would do anything for the 
United States Government, including being air- 
dropped into the Soviet Union. The agent con- 
sidered Herrmann to be an unreliable source 
and the Agency did not rely on him. 

Finally, without success, the Task Force in- 
vestigated the relationship among Herrmann, 
Brenneke and Honegger. 

Given Herrmann’s implausible statements re- 
garding his contacts with the CIA, his failure to 
bring these allegations to the attention of law 
enforcement authorities and the CIA at the 
time he faced incarceration, and his contacts 
with Brenneke and Honegger, the Task Force 
considered his testimony to be untruthful. In 
addition, as demonstrated below, testimony of 
Hamid Nagashan further undercuts Herrmann’s 
testimony. 

d. Hamid Nagashan 

Hamid Nagashan was born in 1954 in 
Tehran. After his father’s death, he began a 
carpet exporting business. Prior to the Shah’s 
departure, Nagashan joined the anti-Shah polit- 
ical movement and lived “underground”. After 
the revolution and the return of Khomeini, he 
was assigned the task of safeguarding Kho- 
meini’s house and personal safety. Through 
this work he developed a close relationship 
with Khomeini. When Iraq invaded Iran in Sep- 
tember 1980, Khomeini named Nagashan to 
the position of deputy chief in charge of logis- 
tics for the Revolutionary Guard. In this capac- 
ity he was responsible for the volunteer force 
(BASIJ), including logistics and support. He 
was regularly required to travel to Europe to 
procure arms for the Revolutionary Guard. 

According to Nagashan, on one such trip he 
met William Herrmann. He stated that he was 
introduced to Herrmann by an individual 
named Ameri. Ameri introduced Herrmann as 
an arms supplier who could obtain mortars, 
mortar rounds, heavy equipment and small re- 


volvers.'®^ Nagashan claims to have met with 
Herrmann on only two occasions. Neither of 
these occasions was in Tehran on January 21, 
1981 as Herrmann claimed. 

During his interview, Nagashan was asked 
about the substance of Herrmann’s testimony 
regarding the January 21, 1981 meeting at the 
Hilton Hotel. Nagashan categorically denied 
that such an encounter ever occurred. 

Nagashan stated that he did not see Herr- 
mann on January 21, 1981. He stated that it 
would have been impossible for Herrmann to 
have entered Iran at that time. He denied that 
he was in Europe during the period of the al- 
leged Paris meetings. Furthermore, Nagashan 
stated that the Iranians alleged by Herrmann to 
have been participants in these meetings were 
members of rival factions and would never 
work together as part of a negotiating team. Fi- 
nally, he said that Mehdi Karrubi had neither 
the mental abilities nor the confidence of Kho- 
meini necessary to negotiate an October Sur- 
prise deal. 

Nagashan testified that it would have been 
impossible for Herrmann to have obtained per- 
mission to enter Iran in January 1981 given the 
climate of anti-Americanism. Herrmann would 
have a passport from another country and, in 
all likelihood, an entry visa. Nagashan said that 
he doubts that Herrmann would have been able 
to obtain the necessary papers. Furthermore, 
Nagashan testified that he was not in Europe at 
the start of the Iran-Iraq war, in September, 
1980. He testified that he was in Tehran at the 
time and was unable to speak English. He knew 
nothing about secret meetings held in Paris. 
Indeed, as indicated above, Nagashan testified 
that it would have been impossible to believe 
that Beheshti and Rafiqdust would have partici- 
pated in the same meeting. They were from 
two different levels within the Iranian hierarchy 
and they never would have joined together as a 
singular negotiating team. Finally, Nagashan in- 
dicated that Mehdi Karrubi would not have 
served as a representative of Khomeini in 1980 
because he was not close to Khomeini and he 
was “too low level a guy”. Tabatabai would 
have been the logical choice. Such a meeting 
would have been well beyond Karrubi’s mental 
capacity and position.'®® Finally, in a follow-up 
telephonic interview, Nagashan indicated that 
he primarily purchased arms from China — not 
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Europe. At no time did he purchase surplus 
NATO arms.'®^ 

In compliance with the Task Force’s request, 
Nagashan sent copies of correspondence re- 
garding Taurus. The documents appear to cor- 
roborate his assertion that the transactions with 
Herrmann took place in late 1981, not 1980 as 
Herrmann claimed. As a result, the Task Force 
found Nagashan’s testimony more credible and 
consequently, Herrmann’s testimony not credi- 
ble and a fabrication. 

e. Abol Hassan Bani Sadr 

Former Iranian President Bani-Sadr, who was 
deposed in September, 1992 arrived at the con- 
clusion that there were secret contacts between 
Republicans and Iranian officials in October, 
1980 by a circuitous route. According to Bani- 
Sadr, the fact that Tabatabai replaced Passindi- 
deh, as Khomeini’s emissary to President 
Carter proved that Passendideh’s earlier 
Madrid contacts with the Americans must have 
been with Reagan surrogates. Bani-Sadr rea- 
soned that if Passindideh had met with Carter 
representatives, there would have been no 
point in replacing him with Tabatabai. His re- 
placement proves that the earlier meeting must 
have been with Republican representatives. 
Indeed, because Bani-Sadr was told by Passin- 
dideh that he met with Republicans, Passindi- 
deh was not allowed to participate in follow-up 
meetings with Carter representatives. Other- 
wise, Bani-Sadr would have been in a position 
to inform the Iranian public that Khomeini was 
in fact engaged in secret talks with Americans 
despite his public pronouncements that such 
contact would not be tolerated. Thus, Tabata- 
bai secretly, and unknown to Bani-Sadr at the 
time, replaced Passindideh and met the Carter 
representatives in Germany.'®® 

Bani-Sadr’s analysis demonstrates how some 
Iranians may have mistakenly misled them- 
selves to believe that Khomeini representatives 
met with Reagan campaign officials. Reza Pas- 
sindideh did meet with Cyrus Hashemi and 
Stanley Pottinger in July 1980. But Pottinger, a 
Republican, arranged and attended the meeting 
with the knowledge and approval of the Carter 
State Department.'®® If Iranians later learned 
that Pottinger was a former Ford administra- 
tion official, they may well have leaped to the 
conclusion that Pottinger continued to repre- 
sent the Republicans. 


Continuing with his analysis, Bani-Sadr indi- 
cated that the contact between Tabatabai and 
the Americans was sanctioned by Khomeini be- 
cause Khomeini was fearful that a war with Iraq 
was imminent, and that Iran lacked the military 
means to defend itself. Khomeini, could no 
longer wait for Reagan to come to power to 
supply the needed arms. Because Carter had 
promised to release weapons previously pur- 
chased upon release of the hostages, Khomeini 
was willing to engage the Carter administration 
in secret negotiations.'®’ These contacts would 
have proved successful had Khomeini not 
changed his mind again.'®® According to Bani- 
Sadr, Khomeini was reassured by President 
Carter’s public statement that he didn’t want 
Iran to lose its war with Iraq. Following 
Carter’s statement, Bani-Sadr stated Khomeini 
returned to his previous strategy of dealing 
with the Republicans. 

The Task Force asked Bani-Sadr to explain 
the basis for his opinions and to produce, if 
possible, documentary or other evidence that 
would support them. Bani-Sadr explained that 
he had received “information” that a meeting 
was scheduled in Paris between Casey and Raf- 
sanjani. While the source of the information re- 
mains unknown to him, he suggested that the 
meeting’s existence was proven by the fact that 
both Raja’i and Rafsanjani made prearranged 
statements on October 22, 1980 in Parliament 
to the effect that “Iran doesn’t need American 
weapons and American spare parts.” As com- 
mander-in-chief, Bani-Sadr knew that Iran des- 
perately needed American weapons and spare 
parts. The fact that the two clerics made such a 
prearranged and patently untrue statements 
proved to Bani-Sadr that a secret deal must 
have been struck earlier in October between 
the Republicans and clerics bent on toppling 
Bani-Sadr’s presidency.'®® 

Bani-Sadr offered the Task Force many docu- 
ments in support of this conclusion. These doc- 
uments consisted of letters he wrote contempo- 
raneously with the events under investigation 
and other analytical writings completed since 
then. None of the documents bear directly on 
the allegations under investigation, unless one 
accepts Bani-Sadr’s deduction that the actions 
by the Mullahs to topple his presidency were 
taken following a secret deal with the Republi- 
cans. The documents themselves, however. 



offer no proof of such a deal, and the Task 
Force is not pursuaded by Bani-Sadr’s reason- 
ing. It is the view of the Task Force that the 
points made by Bani-Sadr accurately reflect the 
fact that the fate of the hostages was intimately 
linked to internal Iranian political struggles and 
that delay in the release of the American hos- 
tages could be explained without reference to 
an October Surprise deal. 

Francois Cheron and Christian Bourget 
are French attorneys who represented Sadegh 
Ghotbzadeh, Abol Hassan Bani-Sadr and the 
Government of Iran at various times in the 
1970s and 1980s including the duration of the 
hostage crisis. By virtue of their association 
with Ghotbzadeh and Bani-Sadr, and as a result 
of spending many weeks in Tehran, Cheron 
and Bourget concluded in their own minds that 
Reagan campaign officials had negotiated a 
deal with the Iranians. The Task Force inter- 
viewed these attorneys at length in an effort to 
ascertain the basis for their beliefs. 

f. Francois Cheron 

Cheron’s conclusion that Reagan campaign 
officials entered into a secret deal is based 
upon the following deductive analysis: 

First, in the summer of 1980 Ghotbzadeh 
and Bani-Sadr separately told him that they be- 
lieved that a secret deal had been made.'®^ Nei- 
ther offered any proof. Second, he could not 
explain the repeated failures of his hostage ne- 
gotiations. He said, 

“You know, it’s very strange that 
each time we were at the point of 
making a very important step for the 
freedom of the hostages and a settle- 
ment of the crisis, either in Iran or in 
Washington in America, there were 
some events which were destroying 
our efforts.” 

These failures, he concluded, must have been 
the result of outside interference. Third, when 
he was retained by Iran to help recover $56 
million which it claimed had been stolen by 
Ahmed Heidari, he discovered that the weap- 
ons shipped to Iran in October, 1980 came, in 
part, from Israel and from NATO stockpiles in 
Lisbon, Portugal and from Israel. Cheron be- 
lieved that such shipments could not have been 
made without United States intervention and/ 
or approval. Fourth, he was aware of the 


memorandum from Jacques Montanes suggest- 
ing that an October arms deal was approved, 
or at least not objected to, by French intelli- 
gence authorities.^®^ 

Cheron readily admitted that he had no 
proof of this theory. But he remarked that his 
conclusions were based upon a series of devel- 
opments that were unlikely to have occurred bv 
mere coincidence. Cheron added that he would 
change his opinion about the existence of a 
deal if it were shown that the Israelis had told 
the Carter administration about the deal, at or 
about the time it occurred, and the United 
States had approved or accepted it. Under this 
scenario, it could not then be said that the 
“Reagan people were trying to destroy the offi- 
cial negotiations for the release of the hostages 
and to [instead] delay the release of the hos- 
tages.” If, however, the Carter administra- 
tion did not approve the sale, then he would 
maintain his original position. 

The Task Force found Cheron to be a credi- 
ble witness but disagreed with his analysis for 
several reasons. First, neither Ghotbzadeh nor 
Bani-Sadr then or now could point to any sub- 
stantive evidence of a deal. Second, as dis- 
cussed throughout this report, external factors 
did influence the hostage negotiations but most 
were based on identifiable factual circum- 
stances. Third, there is no evidence that the 
arms deal in October was related to the hos- 
tage negotiations in Paris. In fact, the arms deal 
seems to predate the alleged October meetings. 
Finally, the “approval” of French intelligence 
agencies has been explained by those involved 
in the deal without reference to a CIA-French 
intelligence conspiracy. 

While Cheron’s logic has superficial appeal, 
it does not, in the opinion of the Task Force, 
withstand close scrutiny. 

g. Christian Bourguet 

Bourget, like Cheron, believes that secret 
meetings between Republicans and Iranians oc- 
curred in part because Ghotbzadeh told him 
they did. Bourget indicated that Ghotbzadeh 
was firmly convinced that the meetings oc- 
curred. But, Bourget also pointed out that 
while “He [Ghotbzadeh] always told me that he 
suspected that things like that were happening, 
he had no evidence of that, but he was suspect- 
ing that. And he was, he believed that people 
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like Kissinger, or people around him, had kept 
with the clerics through commercial channels. 
He was positive of it.*’^®® Bourget also believes 
that a secret agreement made sense for the rad- 
ical clerics because, as long as the hostages 
were held, Iran could not properly be governed 
by the secularists. This left a power vacuum for 
the clerics to fill. 

With respect to the likely Iranian emissary, 
Bourget felt that it was not out of the realm of 
possibility that Mehdi Karrubi was sent. Al- 
though Bourget noted that Mehdi Karrubi “at 
the time was nothing,”^®® he remarked that a 
person of limited reputation could more easily 
hold surreptitious meetings, especially in 
Europe, without detection. Similarly, Bourget 
felt that Tabatabai could also have done work 
for Beheshti. 

So, if I was Beheshti, for example, 
and I wanted to discuss directly with 
the Americans, I would send someone 
like Tabatabai to discuss. And I know 
that one could discuss at the same 
time, without no friendship or prom- 
ise, no doubt, discuss as well with 
Reagan people as Carter people, who 
pays more. This is a . . . plan.^®® 

Bourguet’s reasoning, like Cheron’s, is diffi- 
cult to support. With respect to the Ghotbza- 
deh statements, Bourget himself noted that 
Ghotbzadeh had no evidence for his beliefs. 
More compelling, however, was Bourget’s sug- 
gestion that the Republicans whom Ghotbza- 
deh thought were dealing with the Iranians 
were not the Republicans who figure promi- 
nently in the October Surprise scenario. Specif- 
ically, Bourget indicated that Ghotbzadeh’s 
speech before the Majlis — in which he men- 
tioned that the Republicans were dealing with 
Iranians came in response to the Shah’s depar- 
ture from Panama Just before the extradition 
papers could be presented to the Panamanian 
government. In Iran, it was believed then that 
someone within the Chase Manhattan Bank, 
where the Shah has large sums of money de- 
posited, was in contact with Henry Kissinger, 
who, in turn, informed the Shah of the extradi- 
tion papers. The Chase Manhattan Bank is con- 
trolled by the Rockefellers, who are Republi- 
cans. Bourget said that the Rockefellers were 
probably most often thought of as the Republi- 
cans Ghotbzadeh was referring to in his 


speeche. The Ghotbzadeh statement may there- 
fore be irrelevant to the main October Surprise 
hypothesis. 

Second, as stated above, internal Iranian pol- 
itics provide a basis for concluding the clerics 
did not have any reason to strike a deal with 
the Republicans.^®' 

Finally, the argument that Mehdi Karrubi, a 
“nobody” without close ties to Khomeini, 
could, because of his anonymity, be used for 
secret negotiations with the Reagan campaign, 
is not credible. It makes no sense that someone 
without solid ties to Khomeini would be en- 
trusted with such a sensitive role. The risks to 
that individual would be too great without Kho- 
meini’s consent. 

While it is worth acknowledging the impor- 
tant role that Francois Cheron and Christian 
Bourget played in efforts to gain the release of 
the hostages, the Task Force is unable to verify 
their conclusions regarding the October Sur- 
prise allegations. 

h. Nicolas Ignatiew 

Nicolas Ignatiew is an arms dealer residing in 
Europe. He was interviewed by the Task Force 
about his involvement in arms trafficking and 
related activities and to his knowledge of the 
October Surprise allegations. Ignatiew stated 
that he had been actively selling arms for over 
twenty years. He claimed to have developed 
close contacts with French intelligence person- 
nel and others who operate within or on the 
fringes of the arms trafficking arena. 
Through these contacts, Ignatiew claimed that 
he was introduced to Brenneke in about 
1986.^®^ Ignatiew advised that he was trying to 
assist French authorities in gaining the release 
of two Frenchmen being held hostage in Leba- 
non. Ignatiew thought that Brenneke might be 
interested in trying to arrange a similar deal for 
the American hostages in Lebanon. Ignatiew 
said that he made several unsuccessful attempts 
to arrange meetings with Brenneke with no 
success. After repeated failures to link up with 
Brenneke, Ignatiew concluded that Brenneke 
was unreliable.^®® 

Ignatiew said that his knowledge of the Octo- 
ber Surprise allegations derives largely from 
Brenneke. Ignatiew is convinced that Brenneke 
invented his (Brenneke’s) involvement in the 
October Surprise meetings said to have taken 
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place in Paris. Ignatiew said that an alleged 
meeting among himself, Brenneke and Robert 
Benes — at which Ignatiew was to serve as the 
translator — this was a total fabrication.^®® Igna- 
tiew implied that Brenneke and Benes some- 
how conspired to insinuate themselves into the 
alleged Paris meetings. Ignatiew has never met 
Benes. Furthermore, he opined that Brenneke’s 
professed involvement in the October Surprise 
events may have come to pass as a result of 
Brenneke’s contacts with journalists covering 
the October Surprise allegations. Although he 
offered no proof for these views, Ignatiew was 
absolutely convinced that Brenneke’s and 
Benes’ alleged involvement in the October Sur- 
prise meetings was “an invention’’ of Richard 
Brenneke. 

Ignatiew stated that he had no specific infor- 
mation concerning the alleged Paris meetings. 
He said that after Brenneke had piqued his in- 
terest in these events, he informally “investigat- 
ed’’ them among his contacts within French in- 
telligence and the arms community. 

Ignatiew said that based on these “friendly 
contacts’’, he was advised that a meeting did 
occur. When pressed for details, however, Ig- 
natiew categorically refused to answer specific 
questions. All He would only say that he was 
told that “four or five people may know some- 
thing and there are two persons who were wit- 
nesses.’’ He said that based on his discreet 
inquiry any such meeting would “have taken 
place not to delay the release of the hostages, 
but to get them released as soon as possi- 
ble.’’ He again offered no leads, documents 
or other evidence supporting this conclusion 
and he refused to answer any questions regard- 
ing the basis for his opinions or the identity of 
the people with whom he had inquired. Given 
Ignatiew’s refusal to provide specific informa- 
tion or leads, the Task Force cannot give any 
credit his statements. 

i. Ahmed Salamatian 

Ahmed Salamatian held a variety of govern- 
ment positions in post-Shah Iran. In February, 
1980 he was elected to the Majlis,where he was 
aligned with President Bani-Sadr. He fled Iran 
in September, 1981 after assassination attempts 
were made against him.^®® 

Salamatian also had no contemporary or first 
hand information regarding any secret dealings 
between Republicans and Iranian clerics. Only 


upon reflection and after consideration of the 
views of the others did Salamatian begin to be- 
lieve in the possibility of a secret October Sur- 
prise deal. 

Task Force staff spent approximately seven 
hours interviewing Salamatian. ^^® His analysis 
went as follows. 

From the initial attack on the U.S. embassy 
until the appointment of Raja’i as Prime Minis- 
ter, Khomeini found a variety of reasons for 
the continued detention of the hostages. 
Many of those reasons were transparent, ac- 
cording to Salamatian. In Salamatian’s view, 
Khomeini’s regarded the hostages as a means 
by which he could consolidate power in the 
hands of the mullahs, at the expense of the se- 
cularists. Salamatian said that Khomeini first 
announced that anyone who favored a release 
of the hostages had to be an agent of the 
United States. Khomeini then proclaimed 
that the hostages could not be released until 
after the Iranian constitution was adopted. 

The constitution was eventually adopted and 
it made the prime minister the most important 
position in the government. Khomeini then de- 
clared that the hostages could not be freed 
until a prime minister was selected by the 
president. Bani-Sadr was elected president in 
January, 1980. Bani-Sadr nominated seven 
people for the position of Prime Minister and 
all of them were rejected by Khomeini. Kho- 
meini next declared that the fate of the hos- 
tages should be left up to Parliament. Parlia- 
ment began to discuss the hostages in June of 
1980.^'^* Parliament was divided, however, be- 
tween the Rafsanjani/Beheshti clerical faction 
and the Bani-Sadr/Barzagan secularist faction. 
The hostage debate went nowhere because 
Khomeini was more concerned with orchestrat- 
ing the selection of Raja’i as prime minister 
than he was in releasing the hostages. Raja’i 
was aligned with Khomeini. With the ascension 
of Raja’i to prime minister, Khomeini would 
control all of the important levers of power in 
the Iranian government. 

Raja’i was named Prime Minister on Septem- 
ber 5, 1980. From that point forward, Salama- 
tian said, Khomeini had no need for the hos- 
tages. As a result, Tabatabai was sent to Ger- 
many to negotiate their release. Even though 
Khomeini had decided to rid himself of the 
hostages, it took until January 1981 to com- 
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plete the negotiations. Salamatian believes the 
delay was due either to the fact that the Iranian 
government was incompetent, or that they had 
an ulterior motive for stretching out the negoti- 
ations until after the American election. Sala- 
matian concluded the latter was the case, citing 
the debates of the Majles to support his posi- 
tion.^'® 

Specifically, Salamatian referred to the de- 
bates of the 55th Session of Parliament (Octo- 
ber 2, 1980), the 61st Session (October 22, 
1980), the 62nd Session (October 26, 1980) the 
63rd Session (November 2, 1980) and the 
100th Session (January 21, 1981). He claimed 
that his views were supported by the parlia- 
mentary rhetoric which sugggested an inten- 
tional effort on the part of Khomeini’s allies to 
delay a resolution of the crisis.^'® 

Each of the Majlis debates cited by Salama- 
tian were translated and analyzed by the Task 
Force. The debate was long-winded, redundant 
and pedantic, but there is absolutely no men- 
tion of any secret deal to manipulate the timing 
of the release of the hostages. To the contrary, 
many of the speeches, especially those made 
during the 63rd Session on November 2, 1980, 
express the view that the outcome of the Amer- 
ican elections should not play a role in deter- 
minating when and under what conditions the 
hostages should eventually be released. Fur- 
thermore, throughout the Majlis debate of No- 
vember 2, 1980, many speakers point out that, 
as far as Iran is concerned, there is no differ- 
ence between Reagan and Carter. No mention 
is made of any arms deal in the debates. In 
fact, the vitriolic rhetoric directed at Israel and 
American supporters undermines the notion 
that there could have been the kind of secret 
collaboration between the clerics and the Israe- 
lis alleged by the those claiming to have partici- 
pated in the October Paris meetings. 

Hence, while Salamatian’s reasoning appears 
superficially plausible and he appears to be a 
credible individual, the documents he provided 
do not support his analysis.^'® Salamatian, like 
Bani-Sadr and several others, sought to explain 
the stops and starts of the hostage negotiations 
process by reference to a single conspiracy 
theory. Such an analysis, while expedient, is not 
grounded in fact. 


j. Investigative Reporters 

The Task Force interviewed two investigative 
reporters with ties to intelligence matters. One 
is Claude Angeli, chief editor for Canard En- 
chain€\ a French newspaper, and the other 
David A. Andelman, a former television corre- 
spondent and now a writer. 

Angeli investigated the October Surprise al- 
legations to determine the extent of the French 
invovlement. Angeli spoke to sources in French 
intelligence (SDECE) and who claimed that de 
Marenches had provided “cover” for a meeting 
between American Republicans and Iranians in 
France between October 18-19, 1980. Specifi- 
cally Angeli’s sources stated that SDECE pro- 
vided security for a meeting so that its sub- 
stance and existence would remain secret. 
None of his sources, however, claimed to have 
had any involvement in this alleged operation. 

Angeli’s sources also claimed that de Mar- 
enches utilized a select group of loyal intelli- 
gence operatives, h?nd-selected because de 
Marenches could coui*^ on their strict confiden- 
tiality. Angeli further states that his sources 
claimed that no files existed within SDECE on 
this meeting, despite a search by Angeli’s 
sources. As a consequence, while Angeli con- 
sidered his sources to be reliable, he was not 
satisfied that the allegation had been proven. 
As a result, he never published the results of 
his investigation. 

The second reporter, David A. Andelman, 
had a confidential relationship with the former 
chief of French intelligence, Alexandre de Mar- 
enches, with whom he had worked for several 
years as the co-author of his biography, which 
was published in 1992.^'® Andelman told the 
Task Force^^° that during the course of ninety 
hours of interviews with de Marenches between 
late 1988 and late 1991, de Marenches told him 
about the reported stories concerning meetings 
in Paris in 1980.^^' According to Andelman, de 
Marenches acknowledged setting up a meeting 
in Paris between Casey and some Iranians in 
late October of 1980.^^^ Andelman could offer 
no additional details. Additionally, Andelman 
was not able to recall in the course of their ex- 
change, the slate of his (Andelman’s) own 
knowledge of “these stories” at the time he 
questioned de Marenches, or the state of de 
Marenches’ knowledge as to these allega- 
tions.^^® Moreover, Andelman stated that de 



Marenches had only cryptically commented on 
these discussions, off the record, and had not 
given him any details as to the participants in 
the meeting, where the meeting occurred, or its 
stated purpose. Andelman testified he did 
not pursue that information further because de 
Marenches did not want it included in the 
book.^^^ 

Andelman further noted that de Marenches 
was a man of considerable ego. Andelman 
could not therefore rule out the possibility that 
de Marenches had told him that he was aware 
of and involved in the Casey meetings because 
he, de Marenches, could not risk telling his bi- 
ographer he had no knowledge of these allega- 
tions at a point when they were as yet unpro- 
ven. Andelman speculated that if something 
of that magnitude involving William J. Casey 
had in fact happened during de Marenches’ 
tenure, without his knowledge, it would have 
been very embarrassing to him.^^^ Indeed, An- 
delman acknowledged, that for de Marenches 
to have denied any involvement in, or knowl- 
edge of, such a meeting would have cast grave 
doubts about the true nature of his relationship 
with Casey should it ever be proven to have 
happened. 

In light of the above, the Task Force’s assess- 
ment of Andelman’s testimony was that while 
he was credible with respect to his recollection 
that de Marenches told him that he had ar- 
ranged some form of a meeting between Casey 
and some Iranians, this purported statement 
was of little probative value given its cryptic 
nature. While the Task Force conducted a brief 
interview noted below with de Marenches prior 
to Andelman’s testimony, it was unable to 
reach de Marenches to confront him with An- 
delman’s testimony. Accordingly, the Task 
Force concludes that this uncorroborated and 
unverified statement is insufficiently probative 
to overcome the great weight of evidence indi- 
cating that no such meeting occurred. 

k. De Marenches and De Marolles 

Alexander de Marenches was the director 
general of SDECE from 1969 through 1981. 
^lain Gagneron de Marolles was the director of 
operations at SDECE until 1980. It has been al- 
leged that de Marenches and/or de Marolles 
knew about, approved and provided cover for 
the Paris meetings between Reagan campaign 
officials and Iranian officials. 


Task Force counsel separately interviewed de 
Marenches and de Marolles separately in Paris, 
prior to David Andelman’s testimony. De Mar- 
enches specifically denied any knowledge of or 
participation in October meetings concerning 
the American hostages. He stated that during 
the summer and fall of 1980 he did not meet 
with Bill Casey anywhere in Europe. He further 
stated that neither he nor any present or 
former members of SDECE ever, with his 
knowledge or consent, provide cover for any 
hostage-related meeting at any hotel or other 
location in Paris. Finally, he stated that 
during the intervening years he personally had 
not been told by any individual that such a 
meeting took place. 

De Marenches was also asked about his trip 
to see President-elect Reagan in California in 
December 1980. He was asked whether his invi- 
tation was related to alleged assistance in ar- 
ranging the Paris meeting. He denied this and 
explained that he was invited to see President- 
elect Reagan through “mutual friends’’, not by 
Bill Casey. 

Alain de Marolles also categorically denied 
involvement in or knowledge of any secret 
meetings in Paris or elsewhere. He stated that 
he had left SDECE prior to October, 1980 and 
was not in a position to participate in or pro- 
vide cover for any such meetings, de Marolles 
also denied any involvement or approval of 
arms deals as part of a quid pro quo for the 
hostages. He indicated that he knew none of 
the individuals involved in the later arms ship- 
ments. He claimed to have first heard about the 
October Surprise hypothesis when contacted by 
a reporter in 1990 or 1991. 

The Task Force found it difficult to evaluate 
the information obtained from these individ- 
uals. Although both de Marenches and de Mar- 
olles had denied knowledge of any such meet- 
ings, neither Andelman nor Angeli appeared to 
have a hidden motive or agenda when describ- 
ing for the Task Force their knowledge of the 
Paris allegations. While the Task Force found 
both reporters to be credible, neither reporter 
had ever found any evidence to corroborate 
these stories. The Task Force was also unable 
to corroborate these stories. The Task Force 
was unable to obtain the identity of, let alone 
interview, the intelligence sources cited by 
Angeli. The Task Force was also unable to con- 
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front de Marenches with the specific statements 
reported by Andelman. As a result, it is difficult 
for the Task Force to give any probative value 
to unsubstantiated hearsay allegations regard- 
ing a matter as serious as the one being al- 
leged. In balance, such evidence, standing 
alone, is wholly insufficient to establish the fact 
of the October Paris meetings, especially as 
compared to the overwhelming credible evi- 
dence which tends to refute this allegation. 

4. Documentary Evidence 

The Task Force tried to locate corroborative 
evidence of the alleged Paris meetings through 
a variety of sources. The Task Force’s investi- 
gation of the hotels in which the Paris meetings 
are alleged to have occurred produced no cor- 
roborative evidence. 

a. The Hotel Ritz Paris 

The Task Force staff met and interviewed 
staff of the Ritz Hotel Paris, which Ari Ben- 
Menashe said was the site of the “big confer- 
ence”. With the cooperation of the hotel staff, 
the Task Force staff made a survey of the 
premises which confirmed that the hotel does 
not have the conference facilities described by 
Ben-Menashe.^^^ Large ballroom facilities on 
the first floor of the hotel are used only for 
public events. There are no conference facili- 
ties on this floor. The hotel suites are large 
enough to accommodate a meeting, but they 
do not fit Ben-Menashe’s description of the 
room in which the meeting is alleged to have 
been held. The hotel has neither an elevator 
which can be locked off with a key nor a con- 
cierge elevator casting doubt on Ben-Menashe’s 
description of how George Bush and William 
Casey arrived at the meeting. 

At the request of the Task Force staff, Ritz 
staff examined their computerized and manual 
records of customer attendance for the relevant 
time period. None of the individuals whose 
names were searched, all of whom were alleged 
to have attended the meeting, were guests at 
the hotel during the month of October 1980. 

b. The Hotel Raphael 

The Task Force tried to conduct a similar in- 
vestigation at the Hotel Raphael, alleged by 
others to be the site of Paris meetings. By 
letter dated May 21, 1992, Alain Astier, general 


manager advised that the hotel would not be 
able to answer Task Force inquiries because of 
French privacy laws.*^® 

c. Paris Hilton 

The Paris Hilton advised the Task Force that 
it did not maintain records dating back to 
1980. 

d. Hotel Waldorf-Horida 

The Hotel Waldorf-Florida refused to coop- 
erate formally with the Task Force. On a visit 
to the hotel, however, the day manager advised 
a Task Force investigator that the Hotel main- 
tained no records dating back to 1980. 

5. Evidence Which Tends to 
Refute the Allegations — ^The 
Whereabouts of Principle Parties 

Allegations of Paris meetings between repre- 
sentatives of the 1980 Reagan campaign and 
Iranian government officials to finalize a hos- 
tage deal are largely premised upon the stories 
told by individuals said to have personal knowl- 
edge of the alleged events or hearsay knowl- 
edge of accounts given by others. All of these 
accounts place the meetings in Paris during the 
period of October 15-20, 1980. Using docu- 
ments and testimony, the Task Force was able, 
with a substantial degree of certainty, to recon- 
struct the whereabouts of the alleged key par- 
ticipants in the Paris meetings during the rele- 
vant time period. This reconstruction shows 
that it would have been impossible for William 
Casey, George Bush, and Cyrus Hashemi to 
have attended the alleged meetings. 

a. The Whereabouts of William Casey 

Documents and testimony obtained by the 
Task Force indicate that William Casey could 
not have been in Paris during the time period 
of October 15-20, 1980 when he is alleged to 
have participated in October Surprise meet- 
ings. 

Documents indicate that Casey was in the 
Washington, D.C. area on October 15. The As- 
sociated Press reported that, on October 15, 
Casey commented publicly that Reagan had 
agreed to a three-man debate. In addition, 
the campaign headquarters visitor logs indicate 
that Casey’s brother and sister-in-law visited 



him at the headquarters in Arlington, Virginia 
at 7:30 p.m.^^^ Lawrence Casey, William 

Casey’s nephew, confirmed that his parents 
were visiting Washington, D.C. during part of 
that week and verified George and Rita Casey’s 
signatures on the log.^^^ Casey’s credit card re- 
ceipts indicate that he had drinks and dinner at 
the Jockey Club in downtown Washington that 
evening. 

Documentary evidence also indicates that on 
October 16, Casey was at the Arlington, Virgin- 
ia headquarters during the day and traveled to 
New York in the evening. A campaign memo- 
randum from Casey regarding a Carter propos- 
al on windfall tax credits is dated October 
16.^^^ In addition, on the morning of October 
16, Casey sent two Western Union telegrams, 
including one to the Carter campaign, regard- 
ing a proposed three-way debate between the 
presidential candidates. According to the 
campaign visitor logs, Casey also received three 
visitors that day.^^ 

Evidence also indicates that Casey attended 
the A1 Smith dinner in New York on the 
evening of October 16. The A1 Smith dinner is 
a major traditional political dinner which both 
President Carter and Governor Reagan attend- 
ed in 1980. Two witnesses stated that Casey 
was present and that they had drinks with him 
at the Waldorf Astoria Hotel after the 
dinner. Casey’s personal calendar indicates 
that Casey planned to attend the dinner. A 
letter from Casey dated October 16 to the A1 
Smith Foundation states, “I appreciate your ar- 
ranging five seats for me at the dinner tonight 
and I enclose a contribution to the Alfred E. 
Smith Foundation.” In addition, records 
from the Alfred E. Smith Foundation show 
Casey seated on the dais.“° 

According to newspaper accounts, on Friday, 
October 17, Casey attended an early morning 
meeting with Governor Reagan and senior ad- 
visors at the Waldorf Hotel where the A1 Smith 
dinner had been held the night before to dis- 
cuss the proposed presidential debate. A 
credit card receipt signed by William Casey in- 
dicates that he had dinner in Arlington, Virgin- 
ia at the Lido di Venezia restaurant that 
evening. 

On October 18, 1980, the Reagan campaign 
headquarters visitors log indicates that Casey 
received a visitor at campaign headquarters at 
9:50 a.m.“^ Another entry indicates that 


Casey’s brother, George, and his wife, Rita, vis- 
ited Casey at 11:50 a.m.“^ Larry Casey verified 
his parents’ signatures on the campaign visitor 
logs and, although he could not specifically 
recall the date, believed they visited the head- 
quarters on Saturday, October 18.“^ A final 
entry in the log indicates Casey himself entered 
the campaign headquarters at 11:30 p.m. and 
visited the “Ops” center for approximately 
twenty minutes.^® 

The Task Force received testimony that 
Casey was in the Washington, D.C. area on 
Sunday, October 19, 1980. Casey’s nephew, 
Larry Casey told the Task Force about several 
meetings his uncle had with his parents who 
were visiting the Washington area from New 
York for the weekend to celebrate their 32nd 
wedding anniversary. He recalled that his 
father spoke with William Casey by telephone 
on the morning of Sunday, October 19, the last 
day of his parents’ visit. Larry Casey remem- 
bered this call because his father and uncle en- 
gaged in what Larry felt was a heated conversa- 
tion regarding a business deal. William Casey’s 
personal records found by the Task Force at 
his New York home indicate that he did have 
business dealings with his brother, George. 
Larry Casey recalls that he also spoke with Wil- 
liam Casey during that telephone call and 
based on the clarity of the connection believed 
it to be a local call.^®’ In addition, Larry Casey 
recalled that his father and uncle discussed the 
possibility of meeting for brunch or lunch 
before his father left to drive back to New 
York.“® The discussion of a midday meal sug- 
gests that William Casey was in the local area 
on Sunday. 

The Task Force believes that Casey traveled 
from the Washington, D.C. area to Cincinnati, 
Ohio on the morning of Monday, October 20, 
1980. Casey’s calendar indicates an unidenti- 
fied 8:00 a.m. appointment at the Metropolitan 
Club in Washington. Because the Metropoli- 
tan Club routinely destroys outdated records, 
the Task Force was unable to verify this meet- 
ing. 2 ®® 

Casey’s calendar also indicates an engage- 
ment at 10:00 a.m. in Cincinnati, Ohio on Oc- 
tober 20, 1980.^®' The Task Force concluded 
that Casey traveled to Cincinnati to attend 
Governor Reagan’s address to a conference of 
Catholic School Superintendents.*®^ Casey’s 
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driver testified that he recalled driving Casey 
only once to the tarmac at Dulles airport for 
Casey to join the campaign plane for a trip to 
Cincinnati. The PBS television show, Front- 
line, included a photograph of Casey with 
Reagan in Cincinnati. In addition, a memo- 
randum that Casey wrote to Mike Deaver on 
October 21, states, “I talked to Howard Baker 
on the plane yesterday . . indicating that 
Casey did travel on the campaign plane with 
Reagan on the previous day, October 20.^®® 

Casey’s calendars also show several other 
meetings scheduled for that afternoon which 
the Task Force was unable to confirm. Howev- 
er, an American Express credit card receipt 
signed by William Casey and dated October 20, 
shows that Casey made a purchase at the King 
Dynasty/Sorabol Restaurant in Arlington, Vir- 
ginia in the amount of $13.05, indicating that 
he had returned to the Washington area later 
that day. This is a restaurant located close to 
the Reagan-Bush campaign headquarters and 
frequented by the campaign staff. 

The Task Force could not determine the 
whereabouts of Casey for October 21, 1980. 
The page for October 21, 1980, is missing 
from the Casey desk calendar and could not be 
located by the Task Force. Casey’s other calen- 
dar contained no entries for October 2 1 . 

The Task Force has determined that Casey 
was in the Washington area on October 22, 
1980. The Reagan campaign headquarters visi- 
tor log shows that Casey received visitors at 
2:30 p.m. and 3:35 p.m.^®’ Casey’s calendar 
also indicates a 7:30 p.m. meeting with Whitey 
Rogers, although no location was noted. 
Casey’s “Monthly Minder’’ calendar contained 
no entries for October 22. 

The Task Force believes that it is highly im- 
probable that Casey could have been back in 
the Washington area by 2:30 p.m. on October 
22 if he traveled to Paris for the multiple meet- 
ings alleged following his trip to Cincinnati. 
Moreover, the primary allegations of the Paris 
meetings do not include meetings after Octo- 
ber 20, 1980.2^8 

b. The whereabouts of Cyrus Hashemi 

Electronic intercepts demonstrate conclusive- 
ly that the allegations that Cyrus Hashemi at- 
tended meetings between Iranians and Reagan 
election campaign officials including William 
Casey in Paris, France, between October 18-20, 


1980 are false. Based upon intercepted tele- 
phone calls in which Hashemi participated, the 
FBI surveillance shows that Hashemi did not 
leave the United States between October 14, 
1980 and October 28, 1980. (See chart no. 2). 

For example, an analysis of the intercepted 
telephone conversations during this relevant 
mid-October, 1980 time period show that 
Cyrus, while in the United States, was regularly 
discussing his attempts to inject himself into 
the hostage issue, keeping in touch with Admi- 
ral Madani, assisting in the financing of John 
Shaheen’s refinery, trying to locate assets of 
the Shah, attempting to obtain military equip- 
ment and conducting personal business. For 
example, on October 18, 1980 at 4:44 p.m., 
Cyrus speaks with Stanley Pottinger about 
whether Cyrus ought to attempt to meet with 
Iranian Prime Minister Rajai in New York 
during the latter’s United Nations visit. On Oc- 
tober 19, at 4:31 p.m., Cyrus speaks with his 
brother, Reza, about the public status of the 
hostage issue. On October 20, shortly after 
noon, Cyrus tells his wife he is not sure wheth- 
er or not he will be home for dinner. Shortly, 
before 7:00 p.m., Cyrus is speaking with a re- 
porter regarding certain outstanding lawsuits. 
Similarly, earlier in the day, Cyrus speaks with 
an associate about trying to obtain arms for the 
Iranian Air Force and Navy. The telephone 
calls also are significant during this period in 
that Cyrus is not discussing on any conversa- 
tion efforts to delay the hostage release as a 
result of any deal or understanding with 
Reagan-Bush campaign officials. 

c. The Whereabouts of Donald Gregg 

At his deposition. Ambassador Gregg strong- 
ly denied that he was in Paris during October, 
1980. Both his recollection and contemporane- 
ously made diary entries provided by him to 
the Task Force indicated that he was at Reho- 
both Beach, Delaware on the weekend of Octo- 
ber 17, 1980.^®® The diary entries reflected Am- 
bassador Gregg’s tennis and swimming activi- 
ties with his family on that weekend.^’® Ambas- 
sador Gregg explained that he remembered the 
weekend well because his daughter, Lucy, had 
been married two weekends before on October 
4 and, after a brief honeymoon, her husband 
had to return to his foreign service posting 
overseas. Ambassador Gregg also identified 



photographs, dated as developed in October 
1980, which he specifically recalled being taken 
during that weekend. Ambassador Gregg noted 
that in one of the pictures a wedding band was 
visible on his daughter’s finger indicating that 
the photograph had to have been taken after 
October 4, 1980. 

During the trial of Richard Brenneke, Am- 
bassador Gregg was also asked about a dispute 
regarding the weather that weekend. He indi- 
cated that the weather was .... “mostly 
cloudy. It didn’t rain, but it was not bright sun- 
shine, but it was — there wasn’t a lot of wind, 
and there was — it was warm enough so that I 
went in or I think we all went swimming.’’ 

He also indicated that the ocean water in Octo- 
ber was actually quite warm, often warmer than 
the air temperature, and that the swimming was 
often comfortable. 

The Task Force also deposed Margaret 
Gregg, Ambassador Gregg’s wife. Mrs. Gregg 
also specifically recalled the beach weekend as 
being October 17-19, 1980. Her calendar for 
the year 1980 also showed a beach weekend on 
those dates. She identified the photographs 
of her daughter, her husband and herself and 
generally corroborated Ambassador Gregg’s 
testimony. 

Finally, the Task Force deposed Lucy Gregg 
Buckley who corroborated the recollections of 
her mother and father, specifically noting that 
this was the only weekend that fall she recalled 
going to the beach. The Task Force found 
the testimony of Ambassador Gregg and his 
family to be credible, consistent and well cor- 
roborated by the documents they produced. 

d. The Whereabouts of Robert Gates 

During Robert Gates’ 1991 confirmation 
hearings to be Director of Central Intelligence, 
Ari Ben-Menashe alleged to the Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence that Robert Gates 
conspired with the Reagan-Bush campaign to 
delay release of the American hostages and was 
present at various meetings including those in 
Paris. Gates, under oath, denied the allega- 
tions.^’* The Committee later reported that in- 
vestigations by the FBI and the CIA inspector 
general, including analyses of Gates’ calendars 
and travel records, provided no credible evi- 
dence to confirm Ben-Menashe’s allegations.^’* 
The Task Force is aware of no evidence to the 
contrary. 


e. The Whereabouts of George Bush 

Beginning on July 17, 1980, when George 
Bush was nominated to be vice-president at the 
Republican National Convention in Detroit, he 
received around-the-clock protection by the 
L^nited States Secret Service.^” Perhaps the 
most provocative part of the October Surprise 
hypothesis is the allegation that then Tice Pres- 
idential candidate George Bush attended a por- 
tion of the October 1980 Paris meetings. The 
Task Force investigated Bush’s whereabouts 
during the period of the alleged meetings. 

The Task Force conducted interviews and 
depositions with, and in some instances ob- 
tained sworn affidavits from U.S. Secret Ser\4ce 
agents assigned to George and Barbara Bush’s 
campaign security residence detail.^’* Informa- 
tion was obtained from the detail leader, 
deputy detail leader, shift leaders, and at least 
one line agent assigned to each shift. Few^ of 
these agents had any current recollections of 
specific events during the October 18-22, 
1980, all of the agents clearly recalled that 
Bush did not engage in any foreign travel 
during this period.^’® 

United States Senate Report at 104-105. 

After substantial negotiation the Task Force 
was given access to original Secret Service shift 
reports in unredacted form. Counsel reviewed 
the original shift reports for October 19, 1980. 
Those shift reports appeared to be intact and 
without any visible alteration. These reports 
confirm Bush’s continuous presence in the 
United States during the relevant time period. 

Robert W. Keefe, Jr., chief of the Manage- 
ment Organization Division of the U.S. Secret 
Service, testified that he was custodian for 
records of the shift reports of the Bush protec- 
tive details and found not only no unusual al- 
terations or unusual entries on the documents, 
but also no indication of travel to France 
during the period of July 17, 1980 through No- 
vember 4, 1980.^*® 

Given the passage of 12 years and the hectic 
pace maintained by Secret Service agents on 
campaign, the Task Force did not find it sur- 
prising that virtually none of the Secret Service 
agents assigned to the Bush protective detail 
specifically recalled the events of October 
18-22. One agent. Special Agent Tanis claimed 
to recall specifically that Bush went with his 
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wife to Chevy Chase Country Club for about an 
hour and a half on Sunday, October 19, 1980 
to have lunch with Associate Supreme Court 
Justice Potter Stewart and his wife.^*^ The Task 
Force also obtained access to a Secret Service 
site survey prepared in anticipation of Bush’s 
October 19, 1980, luncheon. This document 
supports the shift reports regarding Bush’s 
whereabouts on October 19, 1980. However, 
while Tanis’ recollection of George Bush’s 
whereabouts is supported by the shift reports, 
he was in error regarding Barbara Bush having 
been present at the luncheon. 

Other agents interviewed or deposed recalled 
the intensity of 21 -day campaign protective de- 
tails. Each conceded that one event often 
merged into another. Each agreed, however, 
that anything out of the ordinary, in addition to 
being reflected in the shift reports, would have 
clearly stuck out in their minds. A foreign trip 
in the middle of one of the protective details 
would have been such an event. While the 
agents generally indicated that they did not 
recall the events of a specific day, each believed 
that he would have clearly remembered any 
foreign travel by candidate Bush occurred 
during his shift rotation, particularly travel to 
Paris, France. This is so both because of the in- 
credible logistical burden it would have en- 
tailed for protection details to have travelled 
with him abroad and because any absence of 
the protected candidate would have been im- 
mediately noticed. No such trip was recalled by 
any of the agents. In the opinion of the Task 
Force, these records and testimony conclusively 
prove candidate George Bush’s whereabouts in 
October, 1980. The Task Force has determined 
that Bush did not travel to Paris during the 
period of time in question as has been alleged 
by many October Surprise witnesses. 

B. Ronald Reagan Statement 

On June 15, 1991, former President Reagan 
was asked by reporters during a golf game 
about the October Surprise allegations and the 
suggestion that his 1980 campaign staff had 
acted to delay the release of the hostages: 

PRES. REAGAN: 1 did some things 
actually the other way, to try and be of 
help in getting those hostages — I felt 
very sorry for them — and getting them 
out of there. And this whole thing, 


that I was worried about that as a cam- 
paign thing, is absolute fiction. I did 
some things to try the other way. 

NARRATOR: When pressed to ex- 
plain what he had done, Reagan sug- 
gested that there might have been 
some contacts. 

PRES. REAGAN: Every effort on my 
part was directed toward bringing 
them home. 

REPORTER: Does that mean con- 
tacts with the Iranian government? 

PRES. REAGAN: Not by me, no. 

REPORTER: By your campaign per- 
haps? 

PRES. REAGAN: Well, I can’t get 
into details. Some of those things are 
still classified. 

For a number of months, the Task Force 
sought to interview former President Reagan 
about those statements and his knowledge of 
the allegations. On July 21, 1992 , the Task 

Force submitted certain relevant questions to 
former President Ronald Reagan through his 
counsel, Theodore B. Olsen. On October 23, 
1992, Mr. Olsen responded to the Task Force 
by providing those answers in written form. 2 ®® 
Through counsel. President Reagan decided to 
be interviewed. Following discussions between 
counsel for President Reagan and the Task 
Force, Mr. Olsen submitted President Reagan’s 
responses to the Task Force’s questions in 
sworn affidavit form.^®’ The questions asked by 
the Task Force and the answers given under 
oath by President Reagan, are as follows: 

Question 1: What was former Presi- 
dent Reagan referring to during the 
interview [reported on Frontline on 
April 7, 1992] when he said he “did 
some things actually the other 
way . . .’’ and “every effort on my 
part was directed towards bringing 
[the hostages] home.’’? What specifi- 
cally did he do and what efforts were 
made by him or any other campaign 
officials to affect the release of the 
hostages? 

Answer 1 : I believe that I and 
Reagan/Bush campaign officials made 



it clear by our conduct and statements 
during the campaign that we were sup- 
portive of the Carter administration ef- 
forts to secure the release of American 
hostages held in Iran. For example, a 
statement was issued on September 
13, 1980 supporting the terms for the 
release of the hostages then being re- 
ported by the press, stating that the 
hostages should “be released immedi- 
ately upon conclusion of an agree- 
ment” promising not to“make [hos- 
tages] negotiations a partisan issue in 
the campaign;” pledging if elected, to 
“observe the terms of an agreement,” 
and stating categorically that “there 
should be no delay in freeing the hos- 
tages with any thought by Iran that it 
might get better terms after the elec- 
tion in November.” 

I am not presently aware of any 
statement made during my candidacy 
by me, or by any campaign official, in 
public or private, to suggest any inter- 
est in becoming involved in negotia- 
tions respecting the release of the hos- 
tages during President Carter’s tenure 
as President. 

To the best of my knowledge, the 
campaign at all times made it clear 
that the holding of American hostages 
by Iran was intolerable and unaccept- 
able and the hostages should be re- 
leased. 

To the best of my knowledge, at all 
times I and the campaign acted con- 
sistent with the time-honored principle 
that Americans speak only through 
their President in matters of foreign 
relations and national security. I be- 
lieved that as long as President Carter 
was President, he was the only voice 
for American foreign policy. 

Question 2: Was former President 
Reagan aware of any contacts with any 
representative of the Iranian govern- 
ment by anyone connected directly or 
indirectly with the Republican cam- 
paign or the Republican party from 
November 4, 1979 through January 


21, 1981 with respect to affecting the 
status of the hostages? 

Answer 2: I have no recollection of 
any such contacts. 

Question 3: What was former Presi- 
dent Reagan referring to when he in- 
dicated that some of the details were 
still “classified”? Is he aware of any 
documents or records of any sort, 
whether classified or not, regarding 
the matters under review by the Task 
Force? Does he recall any briefings he 
was given on the subject prior to his 
inauguration? 

Answer 3: I cannot recall what I may 
have had in mind when I made this 
statement. However, the subject of the 
hostages and the Carter Administra- 
tion efforts to secure the release of the 
hostages and the Carter Administra- 
tion efforts to secure the release of the 
hostages was known to be sensitive, 
delicate and presumably subject to 
high levels of national security protec- 
tion. I have always tried to be ex- 
tremely careful not to make public 
statements on matters covered by sen- 
sitive national security classifications 
and to avoid discussing subjects that 
even inadvertently might result in dis- 
closing classified material. I may 
simply have felt that this whole sub- 
ject — negotiations concerning the hos- 
tages — was too sensitive to discuss fur- 
ther. 

I am not aware of any documents or 
records pertinent to the Task Force’s 
investigation. Some time ago I in- 
structed the custodians of the Reagan 
Administration presidential records to 
search for any such records or docu- 
ments and to make public any that 
were found. Apparently none were lo- 
cated that suggested in any fashion 
that campaign officials acted improper- 
ly relative to the hostages. I under- 
stand that the Task Force has been 
given broad access to those campaign 
records and has been given copies of 
documents it requested. I am not 
aware of any such documents that sug- 



gcsted any improper conduct relative 
to the hostages by anyone in the cam- 
paign. 

I do not have any recollection of any 
pre-inauguration briefings that would 
shed any further light on the subject 
of the Task Force investigation. 

While it would have been preferrable if the 
Task Force had been able to interview Presi- 
dent Reagan directly in an attempt to stimulate 
his recollections, we are satisfied that his sworn 
statement represents his best present recollec- 
tion of activities undertaken by his 1980 cam- 
paign regarding the hostages. 

C. Conclusion 


The allegation that Reagan Presidential cam- 
paign personnel attempted to or did delay the 
release of the hostages has been at the heart of 
the October Surprise story. The alleged agree- 
ment to delay the release was supposed to have 
been consummated in Paris in October 1980. 
The Task Force focused substantial effort on 
this area and finds both the components and 
sum of the allegation to be lacking credible evi- 
dence. In almost all instances, the evidence 
clearly establishes the presence of major al- 
leged participants in Paris meetings to be 
someplace else, doing something else. Further, 
evidence which by all logic would support the 
existence of such meetings, such as the Ha- 
shemi FISA or Rogovin diaries, proves the con- 
trary'. The credibility of those making the alle- 
gations has in most every instance been shown 
to border on non-existent, while those who 
deny the allegations often had documentary 
corroboration. In sum, the Task Force found 
that there is simply no credible evidence of any 
attempt or proposal to attempt to delay the re- 
lease of the Americans held hostage in Iran by 
the 1980 Reagan Presidential campaign. 
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202. As to Tabatabai’s role as a double agent, there is no cred- 
ible evidence to support this opinion. 

203. Nicholas Ignatiew Interview (Jun. 2, 1992) at 1 (herein- 
after “Ignatiew Int.”) 

204. Id. 

205. Id. 

206. Id. at 2. 

207. Id. at 2. 

208. Id. 

209. Ahmed Salamatian Interview (Sep. 22, 1992) at 2 (herein- 
after “Salamatian Int.”) 

210. Salamatian knew nothing of the specifics of any July or 
.\ugust Madrid meetings or an October Paris meeting. He readily 
admitted to having no hard evidence of a deal. His beliefs were 
based on his analysis of the internal politics of Iran as a member 
of the Majles entrusted with resolving the matter of the hostage 
cnsis. 

211. Id. at 5. 

212. Id. at 1. 

213. Id. 

214. Id. 

215. Id. at 6. 

216. Id. 

217. For example, on November 2, 1980 Mohammed Khza’i 
stated: 

Today our society is faced with a number of questions: Why 
the Majles delayed and carelessly deferred the matter to reach 
two days left to Mr. Carter’s election. Now, the opposition ele- 
ments and even foreign radios to which I have paid a close atten- 
tion in the past few days and in particular Voice of America, a 
name which should not be mentioned in this holy place, was 
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Carter to Reagan. In response to all of the world mass media 
organs which are reporting the course of the debates of this 
House verbatim to the world, and to all the domestic groups and 
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affairs and nothing else. It was only because the House was fol- 
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cally to the entire world which I know I am reflecting your inter- 
pretation by others, that so far as Iran and the representatives of 
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The Nov. 2, 1980, debate is replete with similar statements. 

218. For example, Salamatian showed Task Force counsel a 
transcript of the 55th Session of Parliament (Majles) dated Octo- 
ber 21, 1980. According to Salamatian, this document references 
the continuation of a discussion about the seven-man commis- 
sion. Barghini, Deputy of the Majority in Parliament states ”... 
we start to talk about the release of the hostages, this is contrary 
fo people who say we should start to talk. This is not true. Kho- 


meini has ordered us to start to discuss it before the Iraq war. 
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However, Rafsanjani said that no one can talk to anyone in the 
United States. Salamatian asked, why nominate a commission if 
they have no authority to negotiate with the United States? With- 
out any proof, Salamatian opined that some people in Parliament 
did not want to resolve the hostage crisis for their own purpose 
without Khomeini’s knowledge. Salamatian believes that the pur- 
pose of setting up the commission was to delay the release of the 
hostages pursuant to the side deal with the Republicans. The 
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Salamatian continued to explain that two weeks later the com- 
mission reported that the hostages should be released and set the 
same conditions previously set by Khomeini. After the report of 
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deal was made with the Republicans. 
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U.S. society all of which are imperialistic in nature but in two dif- 
ferent parties; both are fascists and bad, but we have more fascist 
and worse. I believe the Zionists, Republicans, Reagan, Brze- 
zinski. Rockefeller and Kissinger are worse and more fascist.” 

As indicated above. Task Force counsel reads these passages as 
evidence of the differences of opinion that existed within the 
Majles as to how and when to resolve the hostage crisis and not, 
as Salamatian believes, evidence of a previously completed secret 
deal to delay the hostage release date. 
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IX. Investigation of any Activity by the 
1980 Reagan Presidential Campaign to 
Acquire or Disseminate any Information 
Relating to the Actions Being Taken or 
Considered by the United States 
Government To Obtain the Release of the 

Hostages 


H. Res. 258 Section 1(c): Any activi- 
ty by the 1980 Reagan Presidential 
Campaign to acquire or disseminate 
any information relating to the actions 
being taken or considered by the 
United States Government in an effort 
to obtain the release of the Americans 
being held as hostages in Iran. 

The third component of the Task Force’s 
mandate requires investigation of “[a]ny activi- 
ty by the 1980 Reagan Presidential Campaign 
to acquire or disseminate any information relat- 
ing to actions being taken or considered by the 
United States Government in an effort to 
obtain the release of the Americans being held 
as hostages in Iran.” In an effort to fulfill this 
mandate, the Task Force interviewed and/or 
deposed several members of the 1980 Reagan 
campaign, and conducted an extensive review 
of several thousand Reagan campaign docu- 
ments located at the Reagan Presidential Li- 
brary in Simi Valley, California. The Task 
Force also reviewed information available from 
several public sources, including the Albosta 
Subcommittee report and affidavits and various 
public news sources.' 


While the Task Force found that there is evi- 
dence that the Reagan campaign acquired and 
disseminated information relating to actions 
being taken or considered by the United States 
government in an effort to obtain the release of 
the Americans being held as hostages, the Task 
Force has found no evidence that the Reagan 
campaign illegally either sought or disseminat- 
ed classified information. Additionally, the Task 
Force concluded that none of the information 
received or disseminated by the Reagan cam- 
paign was acquired or passed on for the overt 
purpose of undermining the Carter administra- 
tion’s handling of the hostage crisis. 

A. Background 


The Republican Party nominated former 
California Governor Ronald Reagan as its pres- 
idential candidate on July 18, 1980. The 
Reagan campaign was headed by William 
Casey, the campaign director, who supervised 
seven deputy campaign directors: Edwin Meese, 
III, chief of staff; Peter Dailey, Deputy Director 
for Media; Drew Lewis, Deputy Chairman, Re- 
publican National Committee; Lyn Nofziger, 
Deputy Director for Press; Verne Orr, Deputy 



Director for Administration; William Timmons, 
Deputy Director for Campaign Operations; and 
Richard Wirthlin, Deputy Director for Strategy 
and Planning. Several other campaign staff 
members played important roles in the cam- 
paign’s foreign affairs strategy, including the 
campaign’s position on the hostage crisis. 
These members include Richard Allen, the 
chief foreign policy advisor, Charles Kupper- 
/nan, a foreign affairs advisor who worked pri- 
marily with Allen, and William V^an Cleave, a 
senior policy advisor who also worked with 
Allen. 

Among the areas of major emphasis in the 
Reagan campaign were national security, na- 
tional defense and the foreign policy leadership 
role of the United States. The Reagan cam- 
paign was aware of the effect that the hostage 
crisis had on the perception of the Carter ad- 
ministration, both diplomatically and militarily. 
Along with defining a wide variety of domestic 
and international issues, the Reagan campaign 
also considered the possibility that the Carter 
administration could use the power of its in- 
cumbency late in the election race to reflect fa- 
vorably on the Carter administration and sway 
the election. 

Richard Allen, chief foreign policy adviser to 
the Reagan campaign, stated that the late-de- 
veloping issue could have involved anything 
within the reach of the present administration, 
from an announcement on the MX missile 
system or a breakthrough in stealth technology 
to a “meteorite striking the White House’’ or 
the release of the American hostages being 
held in Iran.^ The possibility that Carter might 
attempt to use his executive powers to affect 
domestic or international events right before 
the election and thus manipulate popular opin- 
ion became known in the Reagan campaign as 
the “October Surprise.’’ 

The concept of concern over a possible elec- 
tion-eve policy advancement was not unique to 
the 1980 Presidential election.^ In recent Amer- 
ican elections, presidential campaigns have held 
watch over a wide range of issues that had the 
potential to cause a unpredicted swing in voter 
attitudes in the late period of a campaign. This 
concern has appeared in several elections, such 
as John Kennedy’s concern that Richard Nixon 
would attempt to persuade Dwight Eisenhower 
to take a military action against Cuba in Octo- 
ber, 1960; or the political crisis of the Hungari- 


an Revolution and the Suez Canal that erupted 
in October, 1956, thus assisting Eisenhower to 
a landslide victory; or the concern that Johnson 
might reach a pre-election settlement at the 
V^ietnam War peace talks to help Hubert Hum- 
phrey win the 1968 election.^ 

The historical precedent from other elections 
gave the Reagan campaign reason to believe 
several political commentators who alleged that 
President Carter had manipulated the hostage 
crisis for political gain. These allegations first 
arose in the 1980 Democratic Presidential pri- 
maries, where several political commentators 
wrote that Carter allegedly made statements of 
positive developments in the hostage situation 
timed to affect primary elections.® The most 
frequently cited example was the Wisconsin 
primary on April 1, 1980.® 

On the morning of the Wisconsin primary’. 
Carter appeared on the morning news shows to 
announce a “positive step’’ in the hostage 
crisis.’ Later that day. Carter defeated Kennedy 
in the Wisconsin primary, but the situation of 
the hostages remained unchanged.® 

The Republicans were aware of and shared 
the commentators’ perception of Carter’s hos- 
tage announcement before the Wisconsin pri- 
mary.® Indeed, they considered a variety of op- 
tions to reduce the potential impact that similar 
events in any of a number of areas could have 
during the last month of the presidential cam- 
paign, and thus reduce Carter’s potential to 
create an “October Surprise’’.^® 

To guard against a possible October Sur- 
prise, the Reagan campaign took a two-prong 
approach. The first was to monitor public in- 
formation channels in an effort to identify and 
anticipate areas where Carter might make a po- 
litical decision or action to affect the election. 
The second involved an effort to inoculate the 
public against the possibility of politically-moti- 
vated decisions, including an effort to familiar- 
ize the public with the idea that a last-minute 
political maneuver could be expected.'^ As part 
of this approach, the Reagan campaign also 
conducted analysis of its possible responses to 
various scenarios which might develop. 

Nothing about these activities, by themselves, 
is improper. As the Albosta Report noted, 
“[a]ny presidential campaign organization, if it 
intends to succeed, will gather information 
about its political opponents and use that infor- 



mation to further the goals of its candidate. 
There is nothing improper in such activities, so 
long as the information gathering techniques 
used do not involve unethical or illegal con- 
duct.” 

The activities of the Reagan campaign, the 
allegations regarding specific instances of im- 
proper conduct, and the findings of the Task 
Force are more fully set forth below. 

B. Reagan Campaign 
Activities To Acquire 
Information About the 
Hostage Crisis 

As the Albosta Report recognized, a success- 
ful presidential campaign will gather informa- 
tion about its political opponents and use that 
information to further the goals of its candi- 
date. In addition, it is a political reality that 
supporters may approach a campaign with un- 
solicited advice, rumors and information in an 
effort to assist the campaign. 

The Reagan campaign, in fact, actively moni- 
tored public information concerning the hos- 
tage crisis. In addition to this monitoring, sev- 
eral senior members of the Reagan campaign 
were prominent in the Washington foreign 
policy community, and maintained those con- 
tacts during the campaign.'® 

Several members of the Reagan campaign 
also had formal contact with members of the 
Carter Administration and the United States 
government. For example, Richard Allen had 
contact with Brzezinski, Muskie, Warren Chris- 
topher and Harold Saunders during the cam- 
paign.'® William Van Cleave stated that he had 
official contact with David Aaron and an NSC 
staff member, Jasper Welch, during the cam- 
paign. Charles Kupperman stated that “there 
were people in the administration who fur- 
nished their friends on the Hill with informa- 
tion that probably got passed onto the cam- 
paign as well.” '® Van Cleave stated that people 
at the Pentagon wished the Reagan campaign 
well and were willing to provide assistance.'® 
Allen, Van Cleave and Kupperman each stated, 
however, that they had no knowledge of the 
Reagan campaign being supplied classified ma- 
terial or being furnished any information ille- 
gally.^® As Kupperman said, the Reagan cam- 
paign received very good information from the 


public domain, and “didn’t have any ‘deep 
throats’ feeding us information on what was 
going on with the hostages in Iran.” 

The Reagan campaign also had informal con- 
tacts with Iranians in the United States. Ikle 
stated that he was approached by Iranians in 
Washington who thought that they could be 
“helpful”, claiming that “we can do something, 
find out what is happening, get the hostage out 
after Reagan is elected, whatever.” Ikle said 
that he paid little attention to these statements 
because the claims “seemed to me most like 
garbage” that the campaign “did not want to 
touch.” Ikle stated that the campaign did not 
have any formal meetings with Iranians, but 
that “there may have been meetings in Dick 
Allen’s office with some American Iranians or 
an Iranian walked in.” “ 

1. The Campaign Operations 
Center 

The efforts to monitor public information 
commenced in early September at the Reagan- 
Bush campaign headquarters in Arlington, Vir- 
ginia. The campaign established an “operations 
center” that monitored the three major televi- 
sion networks twenty-four hours a day and re- 
viewed several newspapers (such as the Wash- 
ington Post and the New York Times) and wire 
news services (such as Associated Press, United 
Press International and Reuters).^® The oper- 
ations center attempted to provide the cam- 
paign with the same flow of information from 
public sources that was available to the White 
House. The operations center prepared a 
daily summary of the news, and a member of 
the operations center staff gave a daily morning 
briefing open to all members of the campaign 
staff. The operations center staff also kept 
track of the whereabouts of campaign officials 
and maintained a log book of the operations 
center activity. 

Based on the statements of several Reagan 
campaign members during the Albosta subcom- 
mittee investigation that the campaign main- 
tained an “intelligence operation” to gather in- 
formation during the campaign, the allegation 
has been made that the operations center im- 
properly gathered non-public information from 
inside the Carter administration.^® 

The individuals staffing the operations 
center, however, stated that they relied upon 


material from public sources to conduct their 
analysis, and did not actively seek information 
from sources within the United States govern- 
ment or Carter administration.^® In the Albosta 
Report, the four watch officers and the head of 
the operations center denied seeing any classi- 
fied information from the Carter administra- 
tion.^' These individuals also stated that they 
neither participated in nor knew about any 
covert “intelligence operation” for the Reagan 
campaign. The Task Force received similar 
testimony. 

In sum, the Task Force has found no evi- 
dence to suggest that the Reagan campaign en- 
gaged in any illegal conduct through the oper- 
ations center. 

2, Robert Garrick’s Monitoring 
Activities 

As the campaign entered the final month and 
the Iranians waged a bitter war with Iraq, spec- 
ulation ran high of a possible exchange of 
United States spare parts for the hostages. As 
early as September 24, two days after the first 
major advance by Iraqi forces against Iran, re- 
porters asked Carter about whether an ex- 
change could be arranged of spare parts for the 
hostages, to which he responded, “[w]e’re con- 
sulting through other means with Iran, as we 
have been for many months, about a safe re- 
lease of the hostages, but that particular point 
would perhaps be better for me not to single 
out among the others.” 

The speculation in the press continued 
throughout the final month of the election that 
a deal exchanging spare parts for hostages was 
impending, and that the Carter administration 
was seeking such an agreement before the No- 
vember 4 election. 

Robert Garrick, the campaign’s director of 
operations and research, testified to the Task 
Force that he became aware through reports in 
the Washington Post that large amounts of 
military spare parts ordered and paid for by the 
shah were sitting in “piles” at American air 
force bases. Garrick also testified that 
“[s]omeplace along the line the concept was 
developed that the Iranians may be dealing 
with Carter’s people to say, ’Give us this pile of 
stuff and we’ll give you the hostages.’ ” Gar- 
rick engaged a number of retired military re- 
serve officers to observe on a periodic basis 


several air bases for activity indicating move- 
ment of the spare parts and possible prepara- 
tion for a second rescue mission. 

Garrick’s version of this activity was corrobo- 
rated by several other members of the Reagan 
campaign.^® The Reagan campaign received no 
information concerning the movement of spare 
parts as a result of this activity, nor did it re- 
ceive any other classified information from Gar- 
rick’s observation.®® While Reagan campaign 
officials would listen to information from Gar- 
rick about this project, the project was not per- 
ceived to be a serious effort.^® 

In addition to the observation of air bases, 
Garrick also prepared a memorandum to Ed 
Meese, dated October 26, 1980, concerning a 
list of “aircraft parts” that Iran had paid for.^' 
The cover memo stated that “[t]his is from the 
‘aircraft parts’ package. This is public record 
and can be used as we see fit. Iran has paid for 
all this stuff — they hold title.” The attached 
memorandum included a list of over $250 mil- 
lion in material titled to Iran that could be 
shipped by the Carter administration on short 
notice. Garrick testified that he asked a cam- 
paign staff member to prepare the list from the 
Congressional public records on approved mili- 
tary transfers to Iran.^® 

Based upon these facts, the Task Force con- 
cludes that the efforts by the Reagan campaign 
to monitor the movement of spare parts or de- 
termine the scope of the spare parts available 
was not illegal. 

Garrick’s files also contained information 
concerning other hostage-related activity. On 
October 24, 1980, Edwin Meese sent a memo- 
randum stating that Garrick “is assigned special 
responsibility for coordinating Campaign Head- 
quarters activities relating to our response to 
the hostage situation.” The recipients of this 
memo have recalled that the purpose of this 
memo was to allow Garrick to devote his atten- 
tion to monitoring the flood of public material 
appearing on the hostage crisis in the last days 
of the election. Although unsure of the exact 
nature of Garrick’s assignment, Halper stated 
that the memos about the special assignment 
were intended to allow Garrick to pay closer at- 
tention to the news services and newspapers 
for any news of a development in the hostage 
crisis.^® Halper stated that he thought Garrick 
probably was to be the contact person for any 



new information on the hostage issue, and 
probably was responsible to convey that infor- 
mation to the appropriate staff members.^® 

The day before, on October 23, 1980, Gar- 
rick had prepared a memorandum to Ed Meese 
reporting that Bill Casey had asked him to pre- 
pare a list of the hostages. The Reagan cam- 
paign files also contain a memorandum to Gar- 
rick from another campaign official, dated Oc- 
tober 27, 1980, listing the names of certain 
hostage family members and their political af- 
filiations.^* Another memorandum, dated Octo- 
ber 27, 1980, reported on the efforts of a town 
clerk in Massachusetts who was trying to ar- 
range for voter materials and absentee ballots 
to be sent to the hostages.^® One copy of this 
document has a header indicating that the 
memo was from Garrick, while another indi- 
cates that it is from Ed Gray to Casey.*® Neither 
Garrick nor Meese could recall the reason that 
these memos were prepared.*' The information 
concerning the hostages, however, was repeat- 
edly listed in public source material available 
during the fall of 1980.*^ 

The Task Force has not been able to deter- 
mine the exact nature of Garrick’s special re- 
sponsibility, but has found no evidence indicat- 
ing that it involved any illegal activity. 

C. Reagan Campaign 
Activities To Disseminate 
Information About the 
Hostage Crisis 

The Reagan campaign considered a variety 
of strategies to deal with the potential October 
Surprise. The primary strategy was to inoculate 
the public against the impact of an October 
Surprise. This strategy is discussed more fully 
below. 

1. The October Surprise: The 
Reagan Inoculation Strategy 

Several senior officials in the Reagan cam- 
paign were well aware of the power held by an 
incumbent president to impact a presidential 
campaign with a well-timed announcement on 
an issue of importance to the public.** These 
individuals also held the view, whether correct 
or not, that President Carter already had dem- 
onstrated his willingness during the Wisconsin 


primary to make such a political move.*^ The 
Reagan campaign thus considered a variety of 
approaches to deal with the potential of an Oc- 
tober Surprise, and adopted a strategy of in- 
oculation to familiarize the public with the idea 
that a late-breaking politically-timed develop- 
ment should be expected.** 

As Richard Allen stated, the goal of the strat- 
egy was to anticipate the areas where Carter 
might attempt to utilize the power of his in- 
cumbency, and heighten suspicions of dramatic 
moves in those areas. “If we could do all that 
in advance it would automatically discount any- 
thing that happened. We could say, ‘See, right 
here we predicted it.’ ’’ *® Part of this strategy 
included having Reagan campaign spokespeo- 
ple “put the press on notice, primarily, that 
Carter using the office of the presidency might 
attempt to do something dramatic to boost 
what we hoped would be his failing fortunes, 
politically, in the fall.’’ *^ 

In fact, the Reagan campaign made little 
secret about its planning to deal with a possible 
October Surprise, and even made efforts to 
persuade “the press that we were meeting 
every day and closely conferring about the im- 
plications of the hostage release or anything 
else of that type.’’ ** The most prominent men- 
tion came in an October 7, 1980 story in the 
New York Times concerning the Reagan cam- 
paign efforts to monitor the possibility that 
Carter would try to win the election with an 
October Surprise.*® 

2. The October Surprise Group 

The October 7, 1980 New York Times piece 
detailed the work of the “October Surprise 
Group’’, which the article stated devoted much 
of its time to “guessing of possible Carter 
moves and the formation of counter-moves to 
preserve Mr. Reagan’s current lead in the 
polls.’’ ®® The October Surprise Group was a 
group of individuals who provided foreign 
policy and defense advice to the campaign. 
Among the issues discussed by the group were 
strategies and possible media responses to pos- 
sible developments regarding the hostages that 
required anticipation and planning. 

The group included among its members 
Richard V. Allen, Fred C. Ikle, Charles M. Kup- 
perman, John R. Lehman, Jr., Thomas H. 
Moore, Robert G. Neumann, Eugene V. 



Rostow, Laurence Silberman, William R. Van 
Cleave, Seymour Weiss. Not all of these mem- 
bers attended all meetings, and additional 
people may have participated in other meet- 
ings. 

It has been alleged that Robert McFarlane, 
then an aide to Senator John Tower, participat- 
ed in at least one October Surprise Group 
meeting, where he allegedly proposed deliver- 
ing arms to Iran in exchange for release of the 
hostages.®^ This claim is allegedly supported by 
a public statement made by Ray Tanter, a cam- 
paign advisor on Middle East issues.®^ Partici- 
pants in the October Surprise group did not 
remember McFarlane participating in any meet- 
ings or make such a proposal.®^ McFarlane also 
stated that he did not attend any October Sur- 
prise Group meetings or making such a pro- 
posal.®^ Tanter stated that his public statement 
was only a repetition of what had been alleged 
in the media.®® The Task Force has found no 
evidence to support the allegation of McFar- 
lane’s participation in the October Surprise 
Group or alleged suggestion of delivering arms 
to Iran in exchange for release of the hostages. 

The October Surprise Group members were 
drawn from a group of approximately 60 advis- 
ers for the Reagan campaign for research and 
guidance on a foreign policy issues. A memo 
listing smaller subgroups of these advisors 
made reference to the Iran Working Group, 
which was to review the “[p]roblem of U.S. 
hostages; growing instability and the implica- 
tions of general collapse into chaos; assessment 
of Soviet options and objectives; examination 
of U.S. policy options.” ®’ Unlike the other sub- 
groups whose members were listed, the memo 
stated that the “names of Advisors participating 
will remain ‘unlisted’.” Ikle stated that this type 
of information is “very teasing,” but was likely 
done to free the group from the distraction of 
the many people approaching the campaign 
with ideas about the hostage crisis who wanted 
to share them with the campaign.®® The Task 
Force found no other evidence concerning the 
Iran Working Group. 

The Task Force has found no evidence to 
suggest any illegal activity conducted by either 
the October Surprise Group or the Iran Work- 
ing Group. 


3. Skyline Towers Group 

Another group of Reagan campaign staff 
members considering the October Surprise 
issue was referred to as the “Skyline Towers 
group,” and consisted of several high-level 
campaign officials who lived in the Skyline 
Towers apartments building in Falls Ghurch, 
Virginia, near the campaign headquarters. The 
group included at various times Richard Wirth- 
lin, Ed Meese, William Gasey, Peter Dailey and 
Robert Garrick.®® The Skylines Tower group 
met at 6:30 or 7:00 in the morning at Richard 
Wirthlin’s apartment at times during October, 
1980, to discuss the campaign’s plans and strat- 
egy concerning actions by both candidates.^® 
The group also discussed strategy in the event 
of a release of the hostages, and to discuss the 
idea of getting out to the public the concept of 
a possible October Surprise.’^ For example, the 
group approved the making of television com- 
mercials that would be aired in the event that 
the hostages were released. 

The Task Force has found no evidence to 
suggest any illegal activity conducted by the 
Skyline Towers group. 

4. Other Media Strategy Activity 

The inoculation and media strategy planning 
by groups such as the October Surprise Group 
and the Skyline Towers group were closely 
linked to the Reagan campaign’s monitoring of 
the public perceptions of the hostage crisis. 
Key strategist and pollster Richard Wirthlin 
conducted polls to measure the strength of 
Reagan and Garter support and also measure 
the possible effect of a hostage release. 

Wirthlin recalled that his polls in early Octo- 
ber indicated that Garter had a slight lead on 
Reagan, but even as early as October 2, 1980, 
Wirthlin’s polls indicated that people had 
grown cynical about the political motives 
behind any sudden hostage release and would 
not give Garter credit for such action. By mid- 
October, Wirthlin’s information showed 
Reagan in the lead, and demonstrated the pub- 
lic’s “mid-October cynicism” on the hostage 
issue. As Wirthlin stated, “[t]he closer to the 
election date, the less power leveraging the 
hostages could provide to Garter in attempting 
to win reelection.” 



Others members of the Reagan campaign, 
however, believed that the election could still 
be swayed by an October Surprise, and contin- 
ued planning for a possible release of the hos- 
tages.^® On October 19, Stef Halper wrote a 
memo to Meese discussing the hostage situa- 
tion, and advised the campaign to continue to 
emphasize a possible release so as to generate 
expectations that this will occur and heighten 
the credibility problem for Carter.^’ In late Oc- 
tober, Robert Gray prepared a memorandum 
for Meese that stated, “[a]s we reach for con- 
tingency plans re hostages we should keep in 
mind our ability to sow a story or start news 
trends by non-attributable comments to news- 
men. If we leak to news sources our knowledge 
of the Carter-planned events, spelling out what 
Carter will do to make a media event of the re- 
lease-phased return ... we can get the press 
[to] say that Carter is politicizing the issue.” 
Gray testified that the Reagan campaign would 
not provide information to the media aside 
from the general concept that they should be 
alerted that a release would be politically moti- 
vated.^® 

On October 29, Richard Williamson wrote a 
memorandum to Paul Laxalt (Reagan campaign 
committee chairman). Bill Casey and Ed Meese 
entitled “The FINAL Days — ^October Surprise 
shifts to November Desperation Ploy.” This 
memo states that if the Reagan polls are cor- 
rect (indicating Reagan with a substantial lead 
in the electoral college vote), then “we can 
expect Carter to make a dramatic drastic move 
on Saturday or Sunday.” The memo recom- 
mended that the Reagan campaign take steps 
to ensure that no major mistakes were made by 
the Reagan campaign and that the campaign 
prepare the media for the possibility of a last- 
minute announcement by Carter.*' 

William Casey, on October 27, 1980, sent a 
similar message. In a memo addressed to all 
Reagan-Bush staff, he advised that 
‘‘[pjrecautions must be taken to make sure 
nothing is attributed to our campaign organiza- 
tion that could in any way be said to jeopardize 
the possibility of securing the release of the 
hostages. That means that nobody, except 
those who are specifically authorized, express 
opinions to the media from now until election 
day.” *^ Anxiety about a possible October Sur- 
prise continued among the campaign workers, 
including Casey, up until election day.** 


On the same day, Casey attended, along with 
Meese and Allen, an official briefing at the 
State Department presented by Assistant Secre- 
tary of State Harold Saunders.*^ Saunders 
briefed the members of the Reagan campaign 
on the status of negotiations with the Iranians 
(including the Iranian interest in military spare 
parts) and on the Iranian efforts to maintain 
arms supply.** As Allen stated, “They were the 
guys who started talking about spare parts; it 
wasn’t us.” *® Saunders stated that the Reagan 
representatives wanted a measure “of the state 
of administration thinking about the timing of 
the release and this potential possibility for ne- 
gotiations.” *^ 

On November 2, 1980, two days before the 
American presidential elections, the Iranian 
Majlis reached a decision concerning the condi- 
tions for release of the hostages. Carter, who 
had been campaigning in Chicago, was in- 
formed of the Majlis decision in the predawn 
hours of November 2.** He returned to the 
White House for meetings with his advisers, 
and at 6:22 p.m., appeared on television to an- 
nounce that the Majlis conditions “appear to 
offer a positive basis” for a settlement of the 
crisis.*® 

The Reagan campaign took steps to assess 
the effect that this development might have on 
the election. Casey forwarded a memorandum 
to Reagan on November 2, the day of the 
Majlis decision, indicating that he expected 
Carter “to project a show of strength and pro- 
tect the dignity and honor of the United States 
by rejecting these demands as outrageous.” ®® 
He further stated that he believed Carter would 
be “perceived as having engaged in a desperate 
last attempt to manipulate the hostages again 
for political benefit.” He therefore suggested 
that the Reagan campaign “should say very 
little and leave it that way.” ®' 

Casey, however, left little to chance, and un- 
dertook the costly effort of commissioning a 
national poll survey between 8 a.m. and 1 1 
a.m. on November 2, 1980, to assess the 
impact of the Majlis decision.®* The poll indi- 
cated that if Carter had been able to bring the 
hostages back on Monday, it would have had 
“either no effect or would likely have back- 
lashed on Carter and helped [Reagan].” ®* The 
campaign nevertheless reserved half-hour 
blocks of time for Monday night on the three 



major television networks to respond to the 
hostages’ possible return, and reserved a studio 
in San Diego for Reagan to address the country 
live Monday night if the hostages came home.®^ 

D. SpeciHc Allegations of 
Access to Non-Public 
Material 

The Task Force also investigated specific al- 
legations that the Reagan campaign sought and 
obtained unauthorized access to specific United 
States government information and non-public 
documents concerning the hostage situation. 

1. Information Concerning the 
Shah’s Assets 

An undated, typed memo in Robert Garrick’s 
files at the Reagan Presidential Library stated 
that “president will agree to assint [sic] the 
proceedure [sic] to get the Shaa [sic] weath 
[sic] back to Iran. Iranian govement [sic] is pay- 
ing $800,000 to aberranth [sic] via U.S. Govern- 
ment to locate abersee [sic] to get the shahs 
[sic] funds. . . . Secret meetings i [sic] Paris, 
Geneva.’’ This document was attached to an- 
other undated, handwritten document listing 
the name and address of a law firm that repre- 
sented Iranian interests in the U.S. at the time 
of the hostage crisis,®® and another undated, 
handwritten document mentioning “Issues & 
Answers’’ and Ghotbzadeh.®^ The memoran- 
dum appears to have been prepared by Gar- 
rick.®® 

Garrick did not recall these documents, nor 
did he recall any discussions with anybody con- 
cerning the shah’s assets or any secret meetings 
in Paris or Geneva.®® Meese stated that he had 
no recollection of any information on alleged 
secret meetings, but stated that he thought the 
mention of “Issues 8c Answers’’ refers to “a 
special performance of ‘Issues & Answers’, 
which was a Sunday talk show at the time; and 
it was the special ‘Issues 8c Answers* program 
with that ex-Iranian foreign minister.’’ 
Thomas Shack, who was a named partner at 
the time in the law firm of Abourezk, Shack & 
Mendenhall, said his law firm had been hired 
by Iran to locate assets of the shah, but that the 
firm was not paid $800,000.^®^ Shack also 
stated that he did not recall having knowledge 
of secret meetings between Ghotbzadeh and 


Hamilton Jordan in Paris or Geneva.'®* In addi- 
tion, Shack had no knowledge of any contact 
between his firm and anyone associated with 
the Reagan campaign.'®® 

The Task Force has been unable to ascertain 
the source of the information contained in 
these memoranda, but has found no evidence 
to conclude that it was obtained illegally. 

2. Information Concerning the 
Iran-Iraq War 

On September 24, 1980, Stef Halper pre- 
pared a memorandum for George Bush con- 
cerning the war that had commenced on Sep- 
tember 22 between Iran and Iraq.'®^ Halper 
had a conversation with Dr. A1 Cottrell, the di- 
rector of Middle East Studies at Center for 
Strategic and International Studies (“CSIS”), 
and General Brent Scowcroft (retired), a 
former national security assistant to President 
Ford who was not in service for the Carter ad- 
ministration, concerning the situation . in 
Iran.'®® Halper stated that Cottrell and Scow- 
croft were the “two people I thought were the 
most knowledgeable about that region.’’ '®® 

The memo stated that the Iranians have few 
spare parts, but that “[s]pare parts could make 
little or no difference in force capacity at this 
time.’’ The memo also stated the type of intelli- 
gence available in the region (“mostly satellite, 
some recon, few ground sources’’), and stated, 
“Hostages. Delay. Teheran [sic] one problem 
town. Khomeini [sic] 8c Bani-Sadr directly in- 
volved in war. Settlement soon viewed as un- 
likely. No clear authority in Teheran.’’ '®^ The 
information conveyed to Halper by these non- 
government advisors was also being reported 
in the press during this time period.'®® 

The Task Force has found no contrary evi- 
dence concerning the source of the information 
conveyed to Halper, nor has the Task Force 
found any evidence that Halper’s information 
was illegally obtained from the United States 
government. 

3. Information on the Second 
Rescue Mission 

In late August, 1980, journalist Jack Ander- 
son prepared a series of five articles about an 
alleged military force being massed by the 
United States against Iran, with the alleged 



goal of rescuing the American hostages. The 
Washington Post, which ordinarily ran Ander- 
son’s column, “declined to run the articles, on 
grounds it could not independently confirm the 
allegations. But the charges were syndicated, 
causing wide-spread unease over the 
nation.” Rumors of a possible second rescue 
mission continued throughout the remainder of 
the campaign, even though the Carter adminis- 
tration denied any plans for a second rescue 
mission. 

The Reagan campaign monitored the issue of 
a second rescue effort. Allen stated in his depo- 
sition before the Senate committee that he re- 
ceived information in August 1980 that the 
Carter administration was contemplating a 
second hostage rescue mission. He said that 
he immediately informed Brzezinski that he had 
learned of the planning of this mission, and 
agreed that he would not disclose this informa- 
tion publicly.”^ Brzezinski stated that he did 
not recall meeting with Allen, but that “it could 
have happened very briefly.” 

Allen also testified before the Albosta Sub- 
committee that an October 10, 1980 entry in 
his personal log indicated that during a meet- 
ing of advisors “Seymour Weiss provided me 
with information concerning planning for a 
second hostage rescue attempt. The question 
of such an occurrence was discussed regularly 
at the time by members of the campaign orga- 
nization, but I do not know the source of this 
particular information. To the best of my 
knowledge the Reagan-Bush campaign, or indi- 
viduals associated with it, took no action in re- 
sponse to the information or opinion reflected 
in that note.” Fred Ikle stated that he re- 
membered rumors of a second rescue attempt, 
but he did not believe the rumors to be plausi- 
ble.^^® He did not recall the source of the 
rumors that he had heard, and stated that the 
only action that would have been taken would 
be for someone to have prepared a brief state- 
ment in the event that a rescue mission did 
happen."® 

The Task Force has found no contrary infor- 
mation concerning the source of the informa- 
tion conveyed to Allen, nor has the Task Force 
found any evidence that Anderson’s column 
was linked to the information Allen received. 


4. Information on Partial Release 
of Hostages 

A notation in Allen records indicates that he 
received information on October 10, 1980, 
from Fred Ikle concerning a possible partial re- 
lease of hostages for spare parts. It has been 
alleged that such a release had been proposed 
to the Carter administration by the Iranians at 
the time, and that the information on the par- 
tial release was sensitive. 

In early September 1980, the Iranians had 
demonstrated an interest in negotiating the re- 
lease of the hostages."® This interest lead to a 
series of meetings in mid-September, 1980 be- 
tween American negotiators and Iranian repre- 
sentatives. During these meetings, the Iranian 
and American negotiators discussed a possible 
release of frozen assets, including spare parts, 
in exchange for the release of the hostages. 
After these initial discussions, American nego- 
tiators considered the possibility of an ex- 
change of military equipment for the hostages. 
From the time of the commencement of discus- 
sions concerning a possible transfer of military 
material, rumors circulated in both the domes- 
tic and international press concerning the pos- 
sibility of such an exchange."® During the 
period from the outbreak of the Iran-Iraq war 
to mid-October, these rumors circulated on a 
near-daily basis in several major papers. 

In addition. State Department documents in- 
dicate that discussion of a possible release of 
groups of hostages in stages had been commu- 
nicated by the Iranian negotiator to the Ger- 
mans for transmission to the United States by 
October 12.^^^ Press reports indicated that 
rumors of a partial release had been circulating 
during the fall of 1980.^22 

In his deposition, Ikle stated that he did not 
recall conveying a message concerning a re- 
lease of the hostages in exchange for arms to 
Allen, but stated that it is likely that he did pass 
such information.'^® He stated that he generally 
made daily reviews of domestic and foreign 
newspapers and other sources to keep abreast 
of developments in the hostage situation.'®^ 
Ikle also stated that he did not receive informa- 
tion during the course of the campaign con- 
cerning the hostage situation from sources 
within the Carter administration.'®® Allen stated 
before the Senate subcommittee that he made 



his note during an October Surprise Group 
meeting and was quoting a rumor that Ikle had 
heard relating to a possible parts-for-hostages 
exchange. 

The Task Force has found no contrary evi- 
dence concerning the source of the information 
conveyed by Ikle to Allen, nor has the Task 
Force found any evidence that Ikle’s informa- 
tion was illegally obtained from the United 
States government. 

5. Information on the Location of 
the Hostages 

Allen’s telephone log for October 13, 1980, 
includes a notation that reads as follows: “1151 
Angelo Codevilla — 938-9702. DIA — Hostages — 
all back in compound, last week. Admin embar- 
goed intelligence. Confirmed'' Angelo Code- 
villa was a former intelligence officer who in 
1980 was a staff member on the Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence who had daily con- 
tacts with intelligence agencies. Codevilla was 
also in contact during the campaign with Allen 
and Van Cleave.'^® 

Codevilla recalls hearing that the hostages 
had been brought into one location about the 
first week of October, but could not remember 
how he discovered this information.'^® While 
Codevilla admitted that he had contacts in the 
Defense Intelligence Agency (which may be the 
reference to “DIA” in the Allen notation), he 
would neither confirm nor deny that this was 
the source of his information on the location of 
the hostages, nor would he reveal his source 
even if he could recall.'®® Codevilla told the Al- 
bosta Subcommittee, however, that he general- 
ly was not aware that there were any persons 
within the intelligence agencies who provided 
information to the Reagan-Bush campaign 
without proper authorization.'®' 

Codevilla stated that he recalled telling Allen 
that the hostages were back in one location, 
and said that the fact that the hostages were 
gathered together might have indicated that the 
Carter administration was in fact making ar- 
rangements with Iran for a last-minute release 
of the hostages.'®^ 

Aside from Allen’s note, the Task Force has 
found no evidence concerning the source of 
the information conveyed to Allen by Code- 
villa. 


6. WLS Report 

In mid-October, 1980, media reports specu- 
lated openly about the possibility that the 
Carter administration would strike a deal with 
the Iranians for an exchange of arms-for-hos- 
tages.'®® On October 15, 1980, a reporter for 
television station WLS in Chicago, relying on 
“exclusive information,’’ reported that a “deal 
was in the works” for the release of the Ameri- 
can hostages in exchange for spare military' 
parts; that the hostages were assembled in the 
embassy; and that the deal included a step-by- 
step release of the hostages. After a State De- 
partment denial of this information, the WLS 
reporter stated that “we stand by our report.” 

The suggestion has been made that a 
member of the Reagan campaign staff may 
have been the “informed source” for the WLS 
reporter.'®^ This suggestion was first based on 
the alleged statement of an unnamed individual 
who approached the Albosta Subcommittee 
with allegations that the source of the WLS 
story “was a highly placed member of the U.S. 
intelligence community” linked to the Reagan 
campaign.'®® The individual, who spoke on the 
condition that “his information not be made 
known to the minority [Republican] members 
or staff,” stated that the alleged source provid- 
ed the information to delay a pre-election re- 
lease of the U.S. hostages in Iran, to the bene- 
fit of the Reagan-Bush campaign.” '®® 

This allegation is also based on a similarity 
between information in the WLS report and in- 
formation known to the Reagan campaign.'®^ 

An undated memo written by Anthony Dolan 
to Meese stated that Dolan had been told by a 
source close to the Senate Intelligence Com- 
mittee of the possible release of the hostages, 
as well as the alleged agreement to exchange 
spare parts for the hostages.'®® The memo also 
stated that this information was significant be- 
cause it came in “before the Chicago report 
about spare parts.” Dolan did not recall the 
source of the information in the memo, and 
stated that the WLS report was significant be- 
cause it lent some credibility to report he had 
heard earlier. He also stated that he had never 
heard anyone suggest that the Reagan cam- 
paign should leak any such information to any 
reporter, and that he had not done so in this 
case.'®® 



The Task Force has made an effort to obtain 
information from the WLS reporter and the 
unnamed individual who reported to the Albos- 
ta subcommittee, but these efforts did not lead 
to evidence connecting the source for the WLS 
information to the Reagan campaign. 

The Task Force has found no evidence to 
support the allegation that the Reagan cam- 
paign disseminated information to WLS. 

7. ABC XYZ Memo 

Richard Allen prepared a memorandum 
dated October 15, 1980 to Reagan, Casey, 
Meese and Wirthlin that discussed a telephone 
call that Allen had had with an ^'unimpeachable 
source” who had received information relating 
to the hostages* release directly from an un- 
named source entitled “ABC XYZ.** Three 
years later, Allen told the Albosta Subcommit- 
tee that ABC XYZ referred to then-Secretary of 
Slate Edmund Muskie, and that the “unim- 
peachable source** was John Wallach, a report- 
er for the Hearst newspapers. 

The 1980 memo stated that Allen received a 
phone call at 10:40 a.m. from the unimpeach- 
able source, who stated that ABC XYZ said that 
“the last week of October is the likely time for 
the hostages to be released** and that this could 
come “at any moment, as a bolt out of the 
blue.** The source also generally discussed the 
political climate in Iran and the possible release 
of spare parts to the Iranians. 

Allen’s phone log for October 15 that indi- 
cated that Wallach had, in fact, called him at 
10:35 with information similar to that outlined 
in Allen’s memorandum of the same date.^^* 
The phone log entry also contained a reference 
to Muskie. Allen confirmed in his sworn tes- 
timony to the Task Force that Wallach was the 
source for this information and that Wallach 
had been provided the information by 
Muskie. 

During the Albosta investigation, Wallach 
told the FBI that he covered the hostage situa- 
tion during 1980 and spoke with State Depart- 
ment personnel during that time about a possi- 
ble exchange of arms for the hostages.'^* While 
he said that he had called Allen to obtain the 
campaign’s opinion, Wallach also told the FBI 
that Muskie was not his source of information 
from the State Department, and that he did not 
tell Allen that Muskie was his source. The Al- 
bosta Subcommittee also found that “Wallach 


wrote news stories providing much of the same 
information found in Allen’s memorandum” on 
the next day. This information was generally 
available from other public sources, as well.'^® 
Meese had a “general” recollection of receiv- 
ing the ABC XYZ memo, although he did not 
recall discussing it with anybody. Wirthlin 
did not recall seeing the memo, but said that 
he “probably” did but that it did not “make a 
terribly strong impression.” He said that 
there was no specific action taken as a result of 
the memo other than to go according to the 
Reagan campaign’s plan.^®^ 

The Task Force has found no evidence which 
establishes that the Reagan campaign illegally 
obtained the information in the ABC XYZ 
memorandum from the United States govern- 
ment. 

8. Herbert Cohen Contacts 

On October 23, 1980, William Casey met 
with Herbert Cohen, a negotiation expert who, 
until April, 1980, had provided papers and 
advice to the Carter administration concerning 
the hostage crisis, and had meetings with 
Carter administration officials.'®^ Prescott Bush, 
George Bush’s brother, met Cohen in July, 
1980, and wrote to James Baker on September 
13 asking if Baker wanted to meet with Cohen. 
In this letter, Prescott Bush stated that “[The 
Carter administration has] several contingency 
plans which call for different types of action . . 

. . Herb has a couple of reliable sources on the 
National Security Council, about whom the Ad- 
ministration does not know, who can keep him 
posted on the developments.” Cohen denied 
that he told Prescott Bush that he had any 
secret sources on the NSC.^®^ 

Casey flew to New York to meet Cohen on 
October 23, and Cohen stated that Casey 
seemed concerned that the Carter Administra- 
tion would attempt a last-minute act to release 
the hostages, such as an arms-for-hostages 
deal.^®* Cohen stated that he told Casey he did 
not believe that a hostage deal could be 
reached before the election.^®® Cohen says that 
Casey requested Cohen to prepared several re- 
ports concerning the hostage crisis and foreign 
policy mistakes of the Carter administration.^*^ 
Later in the month, when Cohen was in 
Washington, the two met again three days 
before the election. They had a discussion “pri- 



marily about politics, campaign, New York City, 
and very little of substance about the hostage 
situation.” 

The Task Force reviewed Cohen’s report to 
Casey, as well as copies of the reports Cohen 
made to the Carter Administration which were 
found in Casey’s personal papers, and has con- 
cluded that these reports contain general nego- 
tiating theories and did not contain specific or 
classified information. 

9. Evans and Novak Column 

In late October 1980, Evans and Novak re- 
ported that White House counsel, Lloyd Cutler, 
had negotiated an agreement with the Iranians 
which would lead to the release of the hos- 
tages. According to a 1983 interview con- 
ducted by the FBI during the investigation of 
the theft of a Carter debate book, the press 
secretary to President Carter, Jody Powell, said 
the report allegedly contained inaccurate as 
well as sensitive information which had been 
closely held by the NSC and the White 
House. Powell told the FBI that he called 
Roland Evans to ask why “no effort was made 
to confirm the story with the Carter Adminis- 
tration before publication. Evans replied be- 
cause the story came from an impeccable 
source within the Reagan campaign.” 

Evans stated that his stories during the 1980 
campaign period were written by pooling infor- 
mation collected over a period of time from a 
large number of people from in the govern- 
ment and out of the government, as well as the 
Reagan and Carter campaigns. He therefore 
could not identify a source for his information, 
and stated that he would not reveal a source 
even if he could remember. Evans also stated 
that he did not question Jody Powell’s recollec- 
tion of what Evans allegedly said. Evans also 
noted that he withdrew the story after ques- 
tions were raised about the accuracy of some 
elements of the story. 

The Task Force has been unable to learn the 
identity of the source. 
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X. Alleged Quid Pro Quo Deliveries of 

Arms 


H. Res. 258, Section 1(d): Any Sale 
or other Transmittal of arms, spare 
parts, or other assistance in 1980 or 
thereafter, by any persons or nation, 
intended to delay the release of the 
Americans held as Hostages by Iran, 
and any approval, acquiescence or 
knowledge of such sales or transmit- 
tals by the 1980 Reagan Presidential 
Campaign or persons representing or 
associated with that campaign. 

A. Allegations 

It has been alleged that meetings held in 
Paris in October, 1980 confirmed an agreement 
to delay the release of the hostages in ex- 
change for the delivery of arms. This agree- 
ment has been called the quid pro quo of the Oc- 
tober Surprise allegations. Three variations of 
the alleged agreement have been offered: (1) 
before the Republicans assumed power in Janu- 
ary, 1981, arms would be sent from Israel, or 
under Israeli auspices, to Iran through private 
arms brokers; (2) after the inauguration, Israel 
would be permitted to begin direct arms ship- 
ments to Iran of either United States origin or 
licensed equipment or Israeli-manufactured or 
repaired equipment, or both. To the extent 
that United States origin or licensed arms were 
shipped, the United States would replenish Is- 
raeli stockpiles; and (3) after the inauguration, 
the United States would either ship arms to 
Iran openly, under the Foreign Military Sales 
program, or covertly. 

The Task Force investigated each of these al- 
legations as well as an array of variations on 
them. This investigation included interviews 
with United States and foreign arms dealers; 
Iranian and Israeli government officials; Carter 


and Reagan Administration officials charged 
with overseeing arms dealings among and be- 
tween the United States, Israel, and Iran; and 
several investigative reporters specializing in 
arms trafficking in this region. Task Force in- 
vestigators also reviewed thousands of docu- 
ments from the Departments of State and De- 
fense, as well as relevant United States intelli- 
gence agencies to determine whether evidence 
could support the quid pro quo allegations. This 
section of the report describes the findings of 
the Task Force’s investigation into the arms al- 
legations. 

B. Israel-Iran Relationship 


1. Overview 

The relationship between Iran and Israel 
from 1948 through 1979 was characterized by a 
number of mutual interests. Following the sign- 
ing of the 1949 Arab-Israeli armistice, the one 
year-old state of Israel found itself under siege, 
its Arab neighbors vowing to destroy it. Mili- 
tarily, diplomatically and economically isolated 
in the Arab world, Israel tried to nurture as 
many relationships as possible with the outer 
tier of non-Arab Middle East countries — princi- 
pally Iran, Turkey, and Ethiopia — which did 
not see Israel as a threat and shared its pro- 
Western foreign policy. At the same time, 
Israel also sought to protect the well being of 
persecuted Jews living in the Arab world, many 
of whom were being held against their will and 
used as leverage against Israel. Israel’s policy 
of cultivating relationships with countries on 
the perimeter of the Middle East came to be 
known as the “doctrine of periphery.’’ ^ No- 
where was Israel more successful in promoting 



doctrine than in its policy towards Iran from 
1950 through 1979. 

In 1950 Israel’s embryonic relationship with 
Iran provided a small escape from the political 
and military claustrophobia in which the Jewish 
State found itself in the Middle East. For Iran’s 
part, a relationship with Israel helped the Shah 
establish his own independence in the Middle 
East, partly by deterring possible hostile acts by 
Arab states such as Egypt. As the Soviet Union 
began arming enemies of both Iran and Israel, 
Tehran and Jerusalem’s interests converged 
around the United States’ goal of containing 
the growth of Soviet influence. According to Is- 
raeli historian and writer Shmuel Segev, “For 
more than 25 years, the United States, Israel 
and Iran worked together in a strategic unoffi- 
cial alliance aimed at halting the Soviet Union’s 
expansion in the Middle East and weakening its 
friends in the Arab world’’. ^ 

Although Iran had voted with the Arab bloc 
against the creation of Israel in 1948, the Shah 
soon realized that an alliance with Israel could 
help him balance the power of Egypt and other 
Arab countries vying for leadership of the Arab 
world. In 1950 Iran granted de facto recognition 
to Israel, establishing a consulate in Jerusalem 
and helped Iranian Jews emigrate to Israel. 
Israel gave the Shah money and access to Israe- 
li exports. 

Until the late 1950’s, however, Iran main- 
tained only a low-key relationship with Israel, 
refusing requests to upgrade economic or dip- 
lomatic status. Yet, spurred on by the increas- 
ingly aggressive acts of Egyptian President 
Carnal Abdel Nasser, who nationalized the Suez 
Canal in 1956, the 1958 coup in Baghdad, the 
Egypt-Syria union, and the 1958 Egyptian-fo- 
mented civil insurrection in Lebanon, the Shah 
sought closer commercial and diplomatic rela- 
tions with Israel. The Shah began supplying 
Israel with increasing amounts of oil and Israel 
initiated military intelligence exchanges and 
training programs for Iranian army and security 
officers.^ 

By the late I960’s, information indicates that 
top Israeli leaders had established close per- 
sonal connections and relationships with key 
Iranian officials. Visits to each country by top 
officials of the other became frequent. Israel’s 
military relationship with Iran began to grow. 
In addition to training military officers, Israel 


provided Iran light ammunition, spare parts for 
airplanes, and communications equipment. 

The quadrupling of oil prices prompted Iran 
to embark on a massive military procurement 
program, purchasing tens of billions of dollars 
of equipment from the United States.^ But the 
Shah also wanted to diversify his military sup- 
plies and lessen his dependence on the United 
States. In 1976 and 1977, the Shah authorized 
Iranian officials to begin negotiations with 
Israel on a technical assistance program to 
assist Iran in developing a ground-to-air missile 
and long range artillery shell. The program 
never got off the ground, however, mainly due 
to Israeli fears of instability in Iran. Israeli offi- 
cials, such as Uri Lubrani (Israel’s unofficial 
Ambassador to Iran), warned American officials 
in the mid-1970’s that internal dissent would 
topple the Shah and that the United States 
needed to talk to Khomeini, then living in exile 
in Paris. American officials did not believe that 
the Shah was in any serious political trouble. 

2. The Fall of the Shah 

At the time of the Shah’s fall, the Iranian 
government had approximately $ 1 2 billion 
worth of military supplies on order from the 
United States, much of which had not been 
paid for.® The Iranian government was also ap- 
proximately $600 million behind in payments 
to the United States Foreign Military Sales 
(FMS) Program.® In January 1979, Eric Von 
Marbod, a Deputy Assistant Secretary of De- 
fense, travelled to Iran to execute an agree- 
ment providing for arms sale payments to the 
United States Government and private Ameri- 
can contractors, and sharply curtailing addi- 
tional purchases by Iran. While ensuring pay- 
ment for outstanding obligations, this agree- 
ment marked the exit by the United States from 
arms dealing with Iran.^ 

While United States arms sales were ending 
the Israelis tried to establish a military relation- 
ship with the new Iranian regime.® Israel hoped 
to retain an Iranian counterweight to their 
Arab neighbors and to continue to protect Jews 
still residing in Tehran.® The turmoil in Iran 
meant that no single political group had 
enough power to dictate policy. As a result, 
SAVAK and much of the Iranian military com- 
mand remained in place long after the fall of 


200 



the Shah.^® In late 1979, Israel began to probe 
reestablishing arms links with Iran.^^ 

Thus, of primary importance to the Israelis 
was the continuation of the arms sales connec- 
tion which had served Israel so well under the 
Shah. Since Israel and Iran had the same 
United States based military systems, the Israe- 
lis saw a role for themselves as a supplier of 
weapons and spare parts for Iran. 

3. Israel, Iran, and the Carter 
Administration 

Between January 1979 and November 4, 
1979, the possibility of United States arms sales 
to Iran was still an open question. With the sei- 
zure of the American hostages on November 4, 
1979, United States arms sales policy toward 
Iran changed dramatically. On November 8, 
1979, the United States halted all shipments of 
military spare parts previously on order by 
Iran.^^ This was followed on November 14, 
1979 by President Carter’s order freezing Irani- 
an assets in United States banks and their for- 
eign branches. On December 22, 1979, the 
Department of State notified all manufacturers 
and exporters of defense articles and services 
that all shipments to Iran of United States mu- 
nitions list and related technology articles man- 
ufactured abroad were being suspended.'® 
These orders prohibited all sales of United 
States origin items and items manufactured 
under United States license by the United 
States, Israel, or any other country. This prohi- 
bition remained in effect throughout the hos- 
tage crisis. 

4. The Initial Israeli Request to 
Sell Arms, April 1980 

The government of Israel, while respecting 
the terms of the embargo, believed that 
progress could be made in the hostage negotia- 
tions by taking advantage of Iran’s need for 
arms. 

During a visit to Washington, D.C. on April 
13, 1980, a high level Israeli official informed 
President Carter that Israel had contacts in Iran 
that could be useful in the hostage negotiations 
and that those contacts could be developed fur- 
ther if Israel was permitted to sell the Iranians 
certain kinds of military equipment.'® President 
Carter rejected the Israeli’s offer and asked his 
assurance that Israel would observe the arms 


embargo.'^ Israel agreed.'* According to 
United States Ambassador to Israel, Samuel 
Lewis, the Israelis believed that the proposal 
made sense. President Carter was told that if 
Israel felt it necessary to alter its policy on sell- 
ing arms to Iran, the government of Israel 
would advise the United States before changing 
its policy. '® 

5. The Iran-Iraq War 

According to the October Surprise allega- 
tions, the outbreak of war between Iran and 
Iraq in September 1980, caused the Iranians to 
intensify their search for American arms. It has 
also been alleged that Israel’s desire to sell 
arms to Iran likely intensified during this 
period. The GOI Report directly supports the 
latter premise: 

On 22 September 1980, when Iran 
was still engaged with problems with 
the revolution at home, Iraq invaded 
Iran. Iran found itself forced to repel 
the attackers while it was in isolation 
due to the embargo placed on arms 
deliveries to it. 

The embargo was imposed in reac- 
tion to the taking of the United States 
hostages in Tehran. As a result, Iran 
found it difficult to obtain arms in reg- 
ular channels and was forced to look 
for indirect channels. 

Upon outbreak of the war, Israel and 
Iran shared a common enemy — Iraq — 
whose advance on the battlefield 
raised Israeli concern. This argument, 
together with those stated above, led 
to the fostering of Israeli policy to find 
ways to develop ties with Iran, one of 
which was to aid the Iranian army in 
its distress, by the dispatch of military 
equipment (basic and not sophisticat- 
ed) which Iran required urgently for 
its war with Iraq. In such a manner, a 
channel would be opened for discus- 
sions with Iran which would also serve 
[other] political purposes [e.g. release 
of the American hostages].^® 

In an interview on September 28, 1980, Is- 
raeli Deputy Defense Minister Mordechai Zipori 
stated that Israel stood ready to supply Iran 


with substantial aid to carry on its war with 
Iraq, but only if there is a “serious turning 
point” in Iran’s presently hostile policy toward 
the Jewish state. Minister Zipori stated that 
Israel was “in a position to supply Iran with ar- 
tillery shells, sea-to-sea missiles and other 
arms,” and, he explained, that this aid could be 
very important to Iran because Iranian ships 
were equipped with Gabriel sea-to-sea missiles 
made by Israel, and Iran’s artillery used shells 
partly of Israeli manufacture. Minister Zipori 
maintained, however, that there had been no 
official contacts with Iran regarding potential 
assistance. 

By late September 1980, Ambassador Lewis, 
reported in a cable to the State Department 
that there was significant disagreement within 
Israel on its involvement in the Iran-Iraq war.^^ 
While a high level Israeli official preached neu- 
trality, others within the Defense Ministry coun- 
selled in favor of providing military supplies. 
According to Lewis, Israel, which expected an 
Iraqi victory, questioned the neutrality policy of 
the United States and thought that only the 
Soviet Union would profit by unrest in the 
Middle East. Ambassador Lewis concluded that 
there was no guarantee that, as the war pro- 
gressed, Israel would not take steps to limit any 
long term damage resulting from an Iraqi vic- 
tory. 

6. Israel’s Second Request to Sell 
Arms, October 22, 1980 

The Israelis informed the U.S. Embassy on 
October 22, 1980 that Israel had established 
contact with Iranians who were interested in 
purchasing arms from Israel. The GOI Report 
indicates that: 

In October 1980, soon after the war 
started, there were signals — from both 
Iran and from Israel, which indicated 
the readiness of both sides to conduct 
arms deals. In Israeli embassies abroad 
(Paris, London, Turkey), enquiries 
were received from various mediators 
concerning the purchase of arms in 
Israel and their sale to Iran. 

With the encouragement of the Is- 
raeli government, an Israeli business- 
man who lived for many years in Iran 
renewed relations with Iranian military 
officials including the Deputy Minister 


of war for procurement. General Fari- 
bar, and also Colonel Rastin, Head of 
the Logistics Branch. General Faribar 
put him in contact with the official Ira- 
nian procurement representative in 
Europe — Colonel Sabahat. Together 
they conducted negotiations on the 
purchase of military equipment from 
Israel.^® 

The Israelis also told Ambassador Lewis that 
a deal for 200 new tires for F-4 phantom air- 
craft had already been negotiated and that a 
plane was to pick up the tires the next day.*^ 
The Israelis stated that they thought it would 
be important for Israel, both for its own inter- 
ests as well as those of the United States, to es- 
tablish relations and contacts with Iran. It was 
also suggested that these contacts could pro- 
mote a more expeditious end to the hostage 
crisis.^* Consistent with the promise to Presi- 
dent Carter in April 1980, the Israeli govern- 
ment sought the approval of the United States 
for the transaction and noted that “I have no 
doubt that you will approve.” In his cable to 
the State Department, Ambassador Lewis, 
based on additional intelligence information, 
noted that the proposed Israeli shipment was 
to include 275 tires would take place on Octo- 
ber 22, 1980 and would be transported by a 
private French carrier. Ambassador Lewis asked 
for instructions.^® 

On October 22, 1980, the State Department 
instructed the Embassy in Tel Aviv to convey 
the following message to the Israelis: 

You should make the following 
points through whatever channel you 
judge appropriate to Prime Minister 
Begin . . . We recognize the long- 
term significance for Israel’s position 
in the Middle East of the opportunity 
to begin to restore an Israeli relation- 
ship with Iran, especially at a time 
when Iran is engaging Iraqi forces . . . 

The United States and all of its allies 
in Western Europe have rigorously 
prohibited the export of commercial 
and military goods to Iran while Amer- 
ican hostages are held there. The 
United States in recent days has itself 
received a number of approaches from 
Iranian intermediaries for the supply 



of military equipment, some of them 
related to the release of the hostages. 

The position of the United States has 
consistently been when the hostages 
are released the United States could 
consider unblocking certain military 
orders stopped in transit . . . until the 
hostages are released to do so would 
be inconsistent with the position the 
world community as a whole has taken 
in support of international law and 
principles violated by Iran in the hold- 
ing of the hostages ... it would be 
difficult for the United States to un- 
derstand if Israel were to break with 
the United States on this highly impor- 
tant issue without our having time to 
assess its impact.^' 

On the following day, Lewis met with a high 
level Israeli official and conveyed President 
Carter’s wishes that all proposed shipments to 
Iran be postponed until the hostages were re- 
leased. According to Lewis, the official reiterat- 
ed his earlier view that such shipments could 
open a channel that could facilitate the settle- 
ment of the hostage crisis and that the United 
States was making a tactical error by not pursu- 
ing this avenue.®^ This official also stated that if 
Israel were permitted to consummate several 
deals under strict cover, it could take advantage 
of the resulting goodwill by suggesting that 
Iran address the hostage issue. At the same 
time that this meeting was taking place, Israel 
had already authorized on a one time basis the 
shipment of the 250 F-4 renewed tires to 
Iran.^^ In light of the position of the United 
States, Israel pledged once again to hold off on 
any arms shipments. 

7. Israel’s Third Request to Sell 
Arms 

On October 27, 1980, Ambassador Lewis 
met with Israeli Government officials to discuss 
arms shipments to Iran. The GOI first noted 
that on the heels of the October 22 shipment 
of F-4 tires, the Iranians requested that a 
second plane load be sent but the Israelis re- 
fused to send another shipment because of Is- 
rael’s commitment to the U.S. Government on 
October 23, 1980.^" 

In reporting this meeting to Washington, 
Lewis wrote that the Israelis had said that the 


Iranians had made another important approach 
to purchase arms. The Iranians wanted artillery 
pieces and ammunition, “and we [Israel] have 
exactly what they want,’’ said the Israeli official. 
“Even if they were to get Soviet equipment, 
they are not ready to use it, but because of our 
past relationship with them and the kinds of 
arms that they are used to employing it is pre- 
cisely what we have that they want.’’ 

According to Lewis, the Israelis also noted 
that: 

The Iranians approached us, we re- 
sponded in the manner in which we 
have informed you. They now have 
followed-up in a very positive manner. 
Clearly, we are in a position — if we 
should meet their requests — to ask 
them soon to respond by releasing 
your hostages. This is truly a unique 
opportunity for you and for us.^^ 

Lewis, who was personally convinced of the 
sincerity of the Israeli position,^* wrote in this 
same cable that Israel believed it had to seize 
this opportunity because it was 

in their national interests and that in 
so doing they have every reason to be- 
lieve that they will have performed a 
major service to us as well. The prom- 
ise of a renewed relationship with 
Iran, which Israel for years has regard- 
ed as a fundamental element of their 
security strategy, has led them to justi- 
fy this move as a potential service to 
us and, I believe, to actually have 
become convinced by their own ration- 
alization.^® 

In an October 28, 1980 cable responding to 
Lewis, Deputy Secretary of State Warren Chris- 
topher wrote concerning the latest Israeli ap- 
proach to provide military supplies to Iran: 

. . . please tell him that we are at a 
particularly delicate point in Iran’s de- 
cision-making process on the release 
of the hostages and continue to need 
time to assess the implications of such 
a move on their release. We hope that 
the Israelis will not do anything in the 
next few days. Once our hostages are 
released, of course, the decision will 
be Israel’s. Meanwhile, we appreciate 



Israeli concern for the safety of our 
people. You might add as explanation 
our experience that those who are en- 
gaged in the search for arms are not 
necessarily fully supported by those at 
the center of the power structure in 
Tehran. We have found that it cannot 
be assumed that those purchasing 
arms can deliver in terms of enhancing 
a political relationship.^ 

In his deposition, former Deputy Secretary of 
State Warren Christopher explained why he 
sent this cable: 

Q; And you sent a cable on October 
28 of 1980 saying that you were — I’m 
paraphrasing — at a sensitive moment 
in the negotiation stages and that you 
needed additional time to study the Is- 
raeli proposal to send arms, but that 
once the hostages were released any 
decision to sell arms to Iran was up to 
Israel. Do you recall that? 

A: I recall the general subject and 
we were awaiting the action of the 
Majlis, and we didn’t want to do any- 
thing that would interfere with their 
taking the action that we were expect- 
ing. By that time we had become more 
or less resigned to having to wait for 
the Majlis to act on either the second 
or fourth of November. 

So this telegram was a diplomatic 
way of saying to the Israelis, you 
know, please don’t do anything now. 
After this is all over you can go ahead 
and reestablish your relationship with 
Iran. 

One of the things that is not particu- 
larly well known — at least it surprised 
me when I first found out about it — Is 
that Iran and Israel have had quite a 
long history of [a] relationship of mili- 
tary supplies [sic], and Israel was very 
anxious to resume that relationship. 

But that telegram — I didn’t remember 
the date, but that is the kind of thing I 
would be saying during that period. 

First, we didn’t like to have you sell- 
ing arms, but, for heaven’s sake, don’t 
do it now, because we’re at a very crit- 
ical stage and we don’t want to do 


anything to throw off the action the 
Majlis might take.^^ 

The Israelis had the impression that the 
United States was taking the “next few days’’ to 
analyze their latest proposal. Consistent with 
this understanding. Ambassador Lewis was in- 
formed on November 6, 1980 that the Iranians 
“were pressing daily and very hard’’ for further 
shipments of F-4 Phantom tires and for artil- 
lery ammunition manufactured by Israel for use 
with Russian artillery owned by the Iranians. 

The GOI reminded Lewis that the United 
States had asked for a “few days’’ to consider 
all aspects of the situation, but that he had 
heard nothing more from the United States. 
According to Ambassador Lewis’ cable, Israel 
again restated the arguments in favor of the 
arms connection, including the possibility that 
Israel would be able to use its leverage to help 
obtain the release of the hostages. Lewis 
again asked the Israelis to hold off. The Israelis 
agreed, and said Israel would make no further 
shipments. Ambassador Lewis ended his cable 
with the following comment: 

If we are to hold the Israelis off 
much longer, we must be in a position 
to share with them a good deal more 
of our tactical pre-occupations in- 
volved in the hostage negotiations. 
Otherwise, the temptation and pres- 
sures will soon prove too great ... to 
restrain his military colleagues.^® 

The GOI Report provides a similar account 
of these discussions: 

Notwithstanding the decision to con- 
sent to the request of the Carter Ad- 
ministration, and freeze the aid to 
Iran, enquiries continued to arrive 
from various sources concerning the 
purchase of arms on the behalf of 
Iran. The overall scope of the pro- 
posed deals was approximately $200 
million and therefore. Prime Minister 
Begin decided to raise this subject 
once again during his visit to the 
United States in November, 1980. The 
subject of the arms deliveries to Iran 
was in fact discussed between Prime 
Minister Begin, President Carter and 
Secretary of State Muskie. Mr. Begin 
stressed his opinion that the arms de- 
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liveries might also be of assistance in 
the release of the hostages. 

Both sides agreed that as long as 
United States negotiations were taking 
place for the release of the hostages, 
no aid would be sent to Iran. Howev- 
er, both expressed their opinion that 
following the release of the hostages, 
there would be no reason to prevent 
arms deliveries from Israel to Iran. 

During a meeting held upon the 
return of the Prime Minister from the 
United States (on 21 November 1980), 
Begin emphatically ordered that in 
light of United States policy, arms and 
equipment would not be supplied di- 
rectly or indirectly to Iran until the re- 
lease of the hostages. 

A notification to this effect was 
passed on to all Israeli agencies in 
Israel and abroad stressing that the 
order should be strictly enforced. Still, 
the Israeli missions abroad reported 
that enquiries continued to arrive from 
Iran for arms assistance. These enquir- 
ies received a negative response.'*® 

Throughout the fall and winter of 1980, the Is- 
raelis continued to press for some flexibility in 
the American position. In conversations with 
United States Embassy officials, Israeli Defense 
Ministry' officials repeatedly inquired about 
changes in United States policy on Israeli arms 
transfers to Iran.^’ 

On December 12, 1980, Ambassador Lewis 
was informed that Israel was receiving a “stead- 
ily mounting pile” of requests for sales of am- 
munition and spare parts to Iran.*® In a cable 
to the State Department, Lewis described the 
key points of this discussion with the Israelis: 

. . . acknowledged readily that he 
had promised President Carter he 
would do nothing to respond to these 
requests so long as our hostages were 
still captive. But he wanted me to be 
aware of the pressures he was under 
from his own defense establishment to 
respond, “even if selling one item,” in 
order to have an Israeli foot in the 
door for long-term Israeli political and 
diplomatic interests. Nonetheless, he 
reiterated his determination to do 


nothing until our hostages were freed 
in light of the President’s request to 
him. He said, however, that he sup- 
posed we were aware there were vari- 
ous arms dealers in Europe who were 
in fact supplying spare parts and am- 
munition to Iran, whether with or 
without the approval of the various 
European governments (I understood 
his reference to be particularly to the 
French). I said that there could well be 
some such leakage through the arms 
dealer network, but that governments 
per se were standing firm with us.*® 

When the Carter Administration left office. 
United States policy had not changed. But the 
Israelis were also left with the impression that 
United States policy would become more flexi- 
ble once the hostages were released. 

8. Israel, Iran and the Reagan 
Administration 

When President Reagan took office. United 
States policy toward Israel began to change. In 
the 1970’s, Israel wanted to become a strategic 
military ally of the United States, but the Carter 
administration thought that such a relationship 
could jeopardize Middle East peace prospects. 
The Reagan administration saw' the Israelis as 
potentially valuable strategic allies in the 
Middle East.®® The Israelis believed that the 
leadership of President Reagan and the release 
of the hostages would free them to deal with 
the Iranians. However, this was not to be the 
case. 

9. Israel Renews Request to Sell 
Arms, January 1981 

On January 27, 1981, one week after the re- 
lease of the hostages, the Israelis began to re- 
visit the issue of arms sales to Iran in a conver- 
sation w ith Lew is. In a January 28, 1981 cable 
to the State Department, Ambassador Lewis ad- 
vised the new administration that it should 
expect a new' Israeli approach on Iran arms 
sales. In a February 4, 1981 cable. Secretary 
of State Alexander Haig told Lewis to inform 
Prime Minister Begin that United States policy 
had not changed. The United States still did 
not support the sale of arms to Iran. The key 
passages of the cable include the following: 


Items which have already been pur- 
chased by Iran and are part of Iran’s 
assets will be sold elsewhere and the 
proceeds made available to Iran. We 
do not foresee United States military 
equipment being shipped to Iran, and 
we are not prepared to approve or ac- 
quiesce in the transfer to Iran of any 
United States — origin equipment or 
military equipment subject to United 
States controls by any other country. 

Such transfer without USG approval 
would be a grave infraction of United 
States — Israeli agreements. 

We appreciate Israel’s refraining 
from shipping military equipment to 
Iran while our personnel were held 
hostage. Our position on the dangers 
of widening the [Iran-Iraq] war is un- 
changed. We continue to be opposed 
to and do not condone military help to 
either party from any quarter. We 
have made our position clear, in public 
and in private, to all our friends, and 
regret that France has begun shipping 
F-l’s to Iraq. We strongly urge that 
Israel and all other nations continue to 
refrain from sending any military items 
to Iran. 

You should indicate . . . that we will 
continue to keep under review' the var- 
ious factors involved in the Iran-Iraq 
war, including the military balance be- 
tween the two parties, its overall effect 
on the regional balance, domestic po- 
litical changes in either country, and 
our stakes in the area. In view of the 
volatility of the situation in the region, 
the stakes involved, and Israel’s con- 
cerns, we will want to stay in close 
touch. Should new considerations arise 
affecting our position on the supply of 
arms to Iran we will consult with Israel 
promptly. In the meantime, however, 
we strongly urge Israel to refrain from 
supplying military equipment of any 
kind.^" 

On February 4, 1981, following receipt of 
this cable, Lewis informed the Israelis of the 
State Department’s position. According to 
Lewis, the Israeli’s were not pleased: 


He listened carefully to my presenta- 
tion which obviously was not what he 
was hoping to hear. He then reviewed 
the history of our discussions during 
the Carter Administration concluding 
with his conversation with President 
Carter in Washington in November, 
during which he had assured Carter 
that Israel would refuse any Iranian re- 
quests so long as the United States 
hostages remained captive. He said, 
however, that it was his clear under- 
standing that once the hostages were 
released Israel would be free to 
pursue its own interests in re-estab- 
lishing some kind of relationship with 
Iran via the arms sales route. He 
wanted Secretary Haig to understand 
that he had firmly resisted all pres- 
sures from his military to do anything 
vis-a-vis Iran until the hostages were 
freed, and that he had kept his word.®^ 

The Israeli government’s account of this 
meeting states: 

On 4 February 1981, Prime Minister 
Begin met with United States Ambas- 
sador Lewis. Begin reported that in 
the meeting, Lewis stated, on behalf of 
the United States Secretary of State 
Haig, that arms with United States 
components should not be supplied 
and that the sale of Israeli arms should 
also be restricted “in order not to 
extend the war’’. Begin replied that 
future arms deliveries to Iran would 
not include United States arms or 
arms with United States components, 
and that only Israeli equipment would 
be supplied. Israel would also inform 
the United States in advance of the in- 
tention to send equipment to Iran.^^ 

Ambassador Lewis also reported his conver- 
sations with an Israeli General, who stated that 
the Iranian requests were not just unofficial, 
but also “official.’’ Lewis commented in a cable 
that, 

Israel had been aware as early as last 
autumn that weapons were reaching 
Iran from both French and British 
sources via various arms dealers, and 
that Israel had ample experience with 



dealing through clandestine third- 
party relationships on arms sales to 
have been able to do the same thing. 

The Israeli Government views ... it 
vitally important to begin reestablish- 
ing some link with the Iranian military, 
looking to the post-Khomeini era.*® 

Later in February, Prime Minister Begin sent 
Foreign Minister Yitzhak Shamir to Washing- 
ton, D.C. to meet with Secretary Haig because 
he was unhappy with the United States’ posi- 
tion set forth in the February 4 cable. Accord- 
ing to Haig, Shamir was told that while the 
United States could not prohibit sales by Israel 
to Iran of non-FMS items, the United States 
opposed any of arms deals with Iran and pro- 
hibited any sales of United States-origin arms.®^ 
Foreign Minister Shamir apparently heard 
Haig’s message differently. He informed Prime 
Minister Begin that the United States objected 
to the sale of United States origin equipment, 
but did not object to Israel shipping its own 
parts.®* TTie GOI Report of this meeting states 
the following: 

In a meeting held on 25 February 
1981 between the Israeli Deputy De- 
fense Minister, Mr. Mordechai Zipori, 
and Mr. William Brown, the Minister 
of the United States Embassy, the 
Deputy Minister repeated that Prime 
Minister Begin had assured Ambassa- 
dor Lewis that if a deal would be con- 
ducted between Israel and Iran, the 
United States would be informed of it. 

In the meantime, he stated, no such 
deal took place since the deliveries 
were discontinued until the release of 
the hostages. Deputy Minister Zipori 
informed Mr. Brown that now, in talks 
between Foreign Minister Shamir, who 
was on a visit to the United States, and 
Secretary of State Haig, it appeared 
that United States opposition to deliv- 
eries had been rescinded. He also re- 
lated that the sale of 106 mm recoil- 
less rifles and Israeli manufactured 
shells is about to be concluded. 

Mr. Brown noted that he had not yet 
received any information regarding the 
talks of Foreign Minister Shamir in the 
United States 


At the end of the meeting. Deputy 
Defense Minister Zipori summarized 
his understanding regarding the deliv- 
eries to Iran: The arms deliveries 
would not include United States com- 
ponents, and Israel would give the 
United States prior knowledge of each 
delivery. 

In a report on the above meeting 
between Secretary of State Haig and 
Foreign Minister Shamir, it was stated 
that Secretary of State Haig had not 
responded negatively to Israeli con- 
tacts with the Iranians and to the pos- 
sibility of the supply of military equip- 
ment to Iran. However, he expressed 
his concern that the entry of United 
States arms to Iran would result in a 
similar Soviet attempt. The Foreign 
Minister made it clear that supplies 
will not include United States equip- 
ment.®* 

Since the Israelis believed that Haig “had not 
responded negatively’’ to the shipping of Israeli 
arms to Iran, they used this perceived opening 
to begin shipping to Iran light arms and ammu- 
nition not subject to United States control. 

Shortly thereafter. Deputy Defense Minister 
Zipori informed the United States Embassy 
about a pending shipment of Israeli-made arms 
through a third country to Iran.®* Ambassador 
Lewis immediately sent a cable to Washington 
reporting this news. In a response, Secretary 
Haig stated that United States policy prohibited 
the sale of United States-origin arms and op- 
posed any sales of Israeli-made arms.®^ The 
GOI Report indicated that: 

On 20 March 1981, a shipment of 
60 106 mm recoilless rifles was sent in 
an aircraft from Israel to Portugal and 
then to Iran. Among the mediators of 
the deal was Ahmed Heidari. 

On 13 April 1981, another delivery 
took place which included [40 106 
mm] recoilless rifles.®^ 

Secretary Haig visited Israel in April to dis- 
cuss a range of Middle East issues. In a meet- 
ing at the King David Hotel, the Minister of 
Agriculture, Ariel Sharon, raised the subject of 
selling arms to Iran. Once again. Secretary 
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Haig explained that United States policy pro- 
hibited FMS sales to Iran and opposed the sale 
of Israeli arms.®^ 

Thus, for the first six months of the Reagan 
administration. United States policy regarding 
arms transfers to Iran remained essentially un- 
changed from that of the Carter administration. 
Indeed, a review of all intelligence data detail- 
ing arms shipments to Iran for this period of 
time reflects this fact as well. Given these facts 
and after he had reviewed the record of the 
dialogue between the Reagan State Department 
and the Government of Israel, Ambassador 
Lewis was asked his opinion regarding the pos- 
sibility of a clandestine October Surprise relat- 
ed quid pro quo arms relationship among the 
United States, Israel, and Iran. Lewis did not 
believe that such an agreement could have 
been reached given the nature of the dialogue 
between the two governments: 

But, I do think that what happened 
in January or February does [prove 
that there was no Republican-Israeli 
summit]. That’s my point. Because 
right after the election, right after the 
hostages were released on inaugura- 
tion day, and of course we don’t have 
the cables here to refresh my memory 
about this, but in someway shape or 
form, I got a message from the Israe- 
li’s that now that the hostages were re- 
leased and assumed that the Reagan 
administration would no longer have 
any objection to arms sales. And I 
said — I don’t know what I said, frank- 
ly, I said I’ll check, probably. Mind 
you, I wasn’t ... I didn’t really know 
the Reagan administration. I never 
met A1 Haig or Reagan at this point, I 
had Just been recently told that they 
were going to ask me to stay on but I 
didn’t have the good sense on what 
was the policy. ... I reported and I 
got an instruction back and it was that 
and I went in and then answered the 
question on February 4 and this is the 
cable that reports my meeting. And it’s 
clear from what I reported, I don’t 
repeat all the instructions. But, surely. 
State 28467 is an important cable from 
your point of view because that is the 
official guidance to me as to what I’m 
to tell the Israelis about the subject for 


the first time in the administration. 

And clearly it was no, we don’t want 
you . . . you may not ship any United 
States origin items. Moreover, we still 
don’t think it’s a good idea for you to 
ship any items whether they’re your 
manufacturer or anybody else’s. We 
believe it’s in our best interests and Is- 
rael’s and the region’s if neither side 
gets any arms and Israel wasn’t happy 
about that reply. In fact, he was really 
quite surprised. He really was sur- 
prised. And then he goes on and goes 
back over the whole history of the dis- 
cussions with Carter and what he as- 
sured Carter. He wanted Secretary 
Haig to understand he had firmly re- 
sisted all pressures from his military to 
do anything until the hostages were 
freed. And he kept his word and now 
there are new offers, new opportuni- 
ties. And he goes through his usual ar- 
guments but I went over the message 
with him again and the instructions 
clearly, which he said he understood 
[to be that], under no circumstances, 
would Israel provide any military items 
of United States origin or United 
States origin components. But, [the 
high Israeli official] said well, alright, 
but I don’t know if I want to agree 
that we can’t sell anything of our man- 
ufacturer. I was under the instruction 
telling him that we didn’t think you 
should sell anything. We can’t stop 
you but that’s against our policy. You 
should know that.®^ 

Ambassador Nicholas Veliotes, a United 
States Foreign Service officer from 1955 until 
his retirement in April, 1986, worked in the 
Middle East and on Middle Eastern affairs 
during the last half of his career. In 1981 he 
was appointed assistant secretary of State for 
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs. He 
served in that post until November, 1983, when 
he was named ambassador to Egypt. Because of 
his direct involvement in U.S. -Israeli issues. 
Ambassador Veliotes was asked for his views 
on the October Surprise allegations. He stated 
that he did not believe an October Surprise 
deal had been consummated. In reaching his 
conclusion, Veliotes, as did Lewis, focused on 
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the Reagan administration's early policies 
toward Iran: 

. . . [I]f the [Reagan] administration 
wanted to reward the Iranians in con- 
text of the October Surprise thesis, 
there were easier ways to do it. 

You could have, I suppose, come up 
with some reason for having to send 
them, at least some of the arms they 
had already paid for. They were stack- 
ing up in New York and starting to de- 
teriorate. 

I mean after all, they had paid for 
them. These were international com- 
mitments. I mean you could have 
come up with something like that. The 
easiest thing to have done would have 
been to have overruled me and al- 
lowed the Iranians to get the $500 
million that we had in our bank ac- 
count as a result of an accounting 
error on behalf of those who were ad- 
ministering [the] Algiers’ agreement 
before the hostages were actually re- 
leased. 

My view on that was in essence, 
tough. Yes, probably their money, but 
we have got them, and if they want it, 
they better do something nice to get 
it. And all the White House had to do 
was to say, “No, that is not right. We 
have an agreement,” or A1 Haig could 
have said, “Oh, we can't do that. We 
have got an agreement.” 

They [the Reagan Administration] 
were in no mood to do any favors for 
the Iranians at all.®* 

10. United States Considers the 
Transfer of Arms to Iran 

In the summer of 1981, the Iran-Iraq war 
was not progressing well for Iran.®® A Senior 
Interdepartmental Group (SIG) was established 
to review the United States arms policy toward 
Iran. Some State Department officials argued in 
favor of initiating arms sales to Iran to offset 
arms being sold to Iraq. Some in the State De- 
partment also believed that encouraging the 
transfer of non-United States arms to Iran by 
non-Communist nations would limit Soviet op- 
portunities for involvement in Iran. ®^ This posi- 


tion was opposed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
but the SIG decided to recommend that open 
discussions with Israel be widened on the arms 
issue. At the same time Israel was again ship- 
ping arms to Iran. The GOI Report states that 
four arms shipments were sent to Iran in July. 
One involved the direct delivery of a field 
kitchen. The other three were arms shipments 
arranged by a Portuguese arms dealer, George 
Paniol. 

The aircraft which performed the 
three deliveries was a “Britiannia” air- 
craft owned by an Argentinean compa- 
ny called T.A.R. 

The aircraft was leased by a “West 
Africa Airline Ltd. Company” listed in 
Ghana and Switzerland. The Director 
General of the company was one An- 
dreas Gennie. 

On 19 July 1981, the aircraft left 
Iran and on its way strayed into Soviet 
airspace and crashed. It was probably 
shot down by Soviet fighters. The air- 
craft crash resulted in a series of re- 
ports in the media regarding the arms 
deliveries from Israel to Iran and a 
wave of rumors on the subject. 

Following the aircraft crash, it was 
decided to abandon deliveries via air 
and transfer to deliveries via sea. The 
first shipment by sea to Iran took 
place on 19 September 1981 and in- 
cluded recoilless rifles and rounds. On 
2 October 1981, another shipment was 
sent which included recoilless rifles 
and rounds.®® 

Meanwhile, throughout 1981, the Israelis 
continued in their relations with the United 
States to express interest in providing arms to 
Iran to maintain equilibrium in the Iran-Iraq 
conflict. Israeli officials informally told United 
States officials in October that Israel wished to 
provide United States-origin arms to Iran. Ac- 
cording to Israeli officials, such transfers would 
improve Israel’s access to and influence with 
“moderate elements” within the Iranian mili- 
tary.®® They also argued that the stature of 
these moderate Iranians would be enhanced if 
they obtained badly-needed military hard- 
ware.^® The United States Embassy in Tel Aviv 



told the Israelis the issue should be raised for- 
mally with the State Department. The GOI 
Report states that: 

In a meeting between Prime Minister 
Begin and Secretary of State Haig in 
Cairo on 10 October 1981, Begin re- 
quested United States assent for Israel 
to supply Iran with items necessary for 
the operation of their aircraft. Secre- 
tary of State Haig said that he asked to 
examine the subject from a legal view- 
point, in a positive manner. However 
he requested clarifications if Israel was 
to be a channel for United States com- 
ponents to be transferred via Israel or 
if it referred to the transfer of United 
States components from Israel which 
would be replaced by the United 
States. 

In a November 4 meeting with Ambassador 
Lewis, the Israelis stated that they had shipped 
to Iran approximately $60 million worth of Is- 
raeli-manufactured arms, consisting mainly of 
ammunition not subject to United States con- 
trol. Ambassador Lewis was assured that 
Israel was not dealing with Ayatollah Khomeini 
or Iranian clerics, but rather with responsible 
members of the military. The Israelis again 
sought United Stales approval for shipments to 
Iran, citing two objectives for a new arms rela- 
tionship: (1) to remain in contact with the Ira- 
nian military, the only barrier against a commu- 
nist takeover in Iran; and (2) to cooperate on 
intelligence matters with the Iranians and to 
share the results with the United Slates.’^ 

Secretary of State Haig sent a cable to Lewis 
on November 17, 1981 setting forth the condi- 
tions under which the United States would au- 
thorize the transfer of any United States-origin 
or United States-controlled arms to Iran: 

You are authorized to (convey) . . . 
that we are prepared to approve his 
request to transfer to Iran certain 
spare parts for United States-origin 
military equipment, subject to the fol- 
lowing limitations: (1) the equipment 
transferred may come only from exist- 
ing Israeli stocks which were pur- 
chased directly from United States 
manufacturers and exported through 
commercial channels or new purchases 
on a commercial basis. (FMS pur- 


chases and items exported through 
DOD channels would be excluded.) 

Haig also stated that the value of any ship- 
ments should be less than $25 million and that 
the United States should be provided with a list 
of the proposed items for sale. In a December 
1 meeting with Israeli Minister of Defense Ariel 
Sharon, Secretary Haig formally conveyed the 
position of the United States. In this meeting 
Sharon asked whether Israel could ship F-4 
spares, as well as other United States-origin 
items to Iran, and whether the United States 
would replace those items in the Israeli inven- 
tory."^® Secretary Haig agreed in principle to a 
one time transfer, but stated that certain re- 
quirements had to be met: the United States 
must receive a list of the items involved; only 
F-4 spares could be shipped (modifying his 
earlier position); the shipment had to have a 
total value of less than $25 million; and the 
United States needed to receive some intelli- 
gence in return.^’ The Israelis were also told 
that only items acquired through commercial 
purchases from the United States could be 
shipped and that Israel, not the United States, 
would pay for replacement of the items. 

The GOI report reflects Israel’s understand- 
ing of the December 1, 1981 agreement. The 
report notes the following: 

On 5 December 1981, the Defense 
Minister Mr. A. Sharon reports of his 
discussions with the United States (not 
specified with whom) regarding the 
continued supply of United States 
spare parts which should not total 
more than $25 million in accordance 
with United States Congress legisla- 
tion). 

In an oral message to the Defense 
Minister from William Brown, the 
United States permitted the sale of the 
equipment to Iran, including the 
United States produced items, subject 
to the following conditions: 

The United States requested to re- 
ceive prior to each shipment, a list of 
the United States equipment due to be 
sent to Iran, including the purchase 
price in the United States and also the 
cost of the Israeli produced arms. 
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An additional condition was that the 
United States arms would not belong 
to the F.M.S. framework. On the other 
hand it would be allowed to sell with- 
out restriction, United States weapons 
purchased on a trading basis in free 
dollars. If artillery was to be included 
in the $25 million shipment, it could 
not total more than $7 million.^® 

According to Ambassador Lewis, the United 
States government had learned that the Soviet 
Union was selling [specified military equip- 
ment] to Iraq.®® During the fall of 1981, the 
United States was trying to obtain a certain 
piece of Soviet military equipment. There was a 
possibility that the United States could obtain 
this equipment from Iraq in exchange for 175 
mm artillery.®^ United States and Israeli offi- 
cials discussed whether the United States would 
approve Israeli sales to Iran and Israel would 
“agree” to the American transaction with 
Iraq. ®^ The GOI Report states that: 

In a cable from Israel’s ambassador 
to the United States, Mr. E. Evron, to 
Prime Minister Begin on 15 October 
1981, it was reported that Secretary of 
State Haig informed him of an Iraqi 
proposal to provide the United States 
with [specified military equipment], 
and in exchange it requested 24 175 
mm guns. Haig wanted to link the de- 
cision to sell United States arms to 
Iraq with the approval for Israeli arms 
sales to Iran. He requested Israel not 
to oppose the supply of arms to Iraq, 
in exchange, the United States would 
agree to the sale of United States 
equipment to Iran. 

In a cable dated 18 October 1981 
from Ambassador Evron to Prime Min- 
ister Begin, it was stated that Secretary 
of State Haig was finding it difficult to 
obtain approval for the sale of F-4 
spare parts but assured that they 
would not be sold if approval was not 
granted. 

At the same time, the Prime Minister 
stressed that Israel could not agree to 
the sale of artillery batteries to the 
Iraqi army. 


In a cable from 26 October 1981 
from Ambassador Evron to Prime Min- 
ister Begin, Evron stated that Defense 
Secretary Weinberger outrightly op- 
posed the supply of F-4 spare parts to 
Iran and that Secretary of State Haig 
was still trying to receive approval for 
this. He added that the supply of arms 
to Iraq had already been decided upon 
by the President. The United States 
also asked for details on who where 
[sic] Israel’s contacts in Iran. In his 
reply (29 October 1981), Mr. Begin 
clarified that the Israeli contacts were 
with military officials and not with 
Khomeini and his men.®® 

By mid-December 1981, however, the United 
States intelligence community had decided that 
any transaction with Iraq was not in the best in- 
terests of the United States, and the issue was 
dropped from consideration.®^ In addition, 
components of the United States government 
had also raised questions about the Israelis’ 
ability to provide useful unfiltered intelligence 
about events in Iran.®® As a result, during their 
next meeting, in mid-January 1982, United 
States officials expressed to Israeli officials res- 
ervations about any arms deals between Israel 
and Iran. 

In a meeting in Jerusalem on January 14, 
1982, Sharon asked Secretary Haig to approve 
a shipment not only of F-4 spares, but also of 
heavy artillery pieces and ammunition. Secre- 
tary Haig reiterated the United States position 
that only F-4 spares could be transferred pro- 
vided they came from commercial sources. No 
approval was given for any other items.®® As re- 
quired under the terms agreed in the Decem- 
ber 1, 1981 meeting, Israel provided a list of 
items to be shipped to Iran. The list was unac- 
ceptable to the United States because it con- 
tained ground equipment and spares for all air- 
craft (including F-14’s and F-5’s) in the Iranian 
inventory. Minister Sharon was told that the 
United States would not approve any transfers 
until a suitable list was provided.®^ 

Over the next several months the Israelis 
sent numerous lists, repeatedly including FMS 
items and material other than F-4 spares.®® In 
numerous cables to Tel-Aviv, Secretary Haig 
told the Israeli government that the lists in- 
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eluded unauthorized items and would not be 
approved.®® 

In his deposition. Department of State Iran 
Task Force Member David Satterfield described 
the sequence of events as follows: 

We had left it with the December 1st 
Haig approach to Sharon. In January 
of 1982, the . . . deal fell through 
[with Iraq]; I think January 8th or 9th 
was the date that that collapsed. Janu- 
ary 14th, Sharon gave Haig the list 
which we had requested, of items 
which Israel proposed to transfer to 
Iran. Unfortunately, the list consisted 
of spares for F-14’s, F-5’s and ground 
troop equipment in addition to the 
F-4 spares. Haig told Sharon the list 
was not acceptable, that it fell well 
outside the parameters made explicit 
in the December 1 demarche. 

January 27 a new list was provided, 
also unacceptable, very unclear from 
the list exactly who had originated the 
equipment, how it had been acquired; 
that is, by FMS as opposed to com- 
mercial sale, if it was United States 
origin at all. It contained items which 
we believed fell outside the parameters 
of the account. 

Over the course of January, Febru- 
ary, beginning of March ’82, there 
were a succession of exchanges back 
and forth on the question of lists. At 
no point was a list ever submitted 
which fell within the parameters of the 
December 1st demarche. There was 
increasing frustration on the United 
States side in the lack of understand- 
ing demonstrated by the Israelis in 
complying with our requirements. 
There was growing concern with 
whether or not we were going to be 
presented with a fait accompli based on 
one of these lists; that the Israelis 
would claim that because they had 
showed us a list that we had approved, 
notwithstanding the explicit instruc- 
tions repeated at numerous intervals 
over the December to March period. 
There was growing concern raised as 
grave reservations and serious doubts 


as to whether or not this was all worth 
a candle. 

With the collapse of the Iraqi sale in 
January, one of the concrete quids for 
going ahead with this, which may have 
persuaded some reluctant parties to 
grudgingly accede to pursuing the 
possibility of a transfer went away. By 
March the arguments had shifted com- 
prehensively against proceeding with 
any authorization. The Israelis had 
shown they were either unwilling or 
unable to come up with a list that fell 
within our boundaries. The lists were 
very ambitious in terms of scope of 
material, were very ill defined in terms 
of what this equipment was by origin 
or by nature of acquisition.®® 

In addition to the problem with the Israeli 
arms lists, press reports that the Israelis were 
selling arms to Iran had raised serious doubts 
in the United States government about he 
wisdom of proceeding with the Israeli initia- 
tive.®^ There were also concerns that Israeli ties 
to the Iranian military had not turned out to be 
as productive as expected. This conclusion was 
supported by the fact that Israel acknowledged 
that it was dealing with Iranian middlemen, 
rather than with key Iranian officials. Finally, 
public comments on British television by David 
Kimche on Israel-Iran arms links had increased 
congressional and press scrutiny of possible 
United States involvement in transfers of arms 
to Iran.®^ 

In a March 10, 1982 memorandum, Haig in- 
formed the Israelis that, while not retreating 
from prior commitments, it was unlikely that 
the United States would approve any F-4 parts 
transfer in excess of $500,000.®® Ambassador 
Lewis was instructed on March 30, 1982 to 
“share United States misgivings” about the 
program, and express “serious doubts” wheth- 
er the project could yield the benefits necessary 
to justify going forward.®^ 

In light of growing concerns about Iranian 
victories in the war, Lewis was given another 
instruction on May 1 to inform the Israelis that 
the United States would not approve any trans- 
fers of United States-controlled items, includ- 
ing F-4 spares, to Iran.®® In a May 6, 1982 
meeting, the Israeli’s stated they understood 



the United States* position and that, while they 
needed to discuss the issue with the Defense 
Ministry, they did not think any arms had been 
shipped to Iran without United States approv- 
al.®® 

The Israelis informed Lewis on May 7 that 
from “March 1981 through March 1982,” any 
items shipped to Iran by Israel “were sent with 
United States approval.” From May 7, 1982 
forward, Israel “would send only limited items 
and there will be absolutely no United States- 
furnished components involved.” On May 27, 
Defense Minister Sharon stated publicly that 
the United States had been informed in detail 
and in advance of all military shipments to 
Iran, had not objected to these shipments, and 
had received lists of everything transferred.®® 
The Israelis told Lewis on May 31 that Sharon . 
was referring to items “not subject to United 
States controls,” and that if any United States- 
origin material had been transferred, it was 
without United States approval.^®® In communi- 
cations with the State Department, Lewis noted 
that it was possible the Israelis may have taken 
the United States’ approval in principle for 
such sales as a “green light,” our explicit re- 
quirement for prior approval notwithstand- 
ing. 

The GOI Report describes these events as 
follows: 

In May 1982, Defense Minister Ariel 
Sharon visited the United States. 
During his visit, he made an effort to 
persuade the Americans of the impor- 
tance to continue shipments to Iran. 
During his talks, deliveries containing 
United States components were also 
discussed. 

As is known, during his visit to the 
United States, Mr. Sharon gave an 
interview to the “Washington Post” in 
which he revealed that Israel had as- 
sisted Iran in military equipment deliv- 
eries. He stated that the arms ship- 
ments from Israel to Iran were con- 
ducted via a third country, with the ap- 
proval of the United States who were 
informed of all of the deliveries. He 
also said that the United States had al- 
lowed shipments which included tyres 
[sic] and spare parts for the F-4 fight- 
er bombers. 


In the same effort, a senior official 
from the United States State Depart- 
ment was interviewed. He stated that 
the United States authorities had virtu- 
ally approved the shipment of con- 
trolled United States military items to 
Iran. He added that the United States 
expressed its desire that Israel should 
refrain from sending arms to one of 
the sides of the dispute, and that Israel 
had reported on sales totalling $2 1 
million. 

Israel subsequently gave the United States 
two lists of equipment which it claimed had 
either been sent, or was supposed to be sent to 
Iran. According to David Satterfield, it was im- 
possible to determine how many of the items 
listed (which totaled $53.1 million) were cov- 
ered by United States export controls, although 
Israel indicated that the list of arms already 
sent to Iran contained “many” United States- 
origin items.*®® In response to press inquiries at 
the time, the United States government stated 
that Israel had requested United States approv- 
al for sales of United States-controlled items to 
Iran, but that no approval had been given. 

From 1980 through the beginning of 1983, 
Israeli sales of military and military-related 
equipment to Iran totaled just over $180 mil- 
lion. Many of these shipments were known to 
but not approved by the United States govern- 
ment. United States government intelligence 
reports suggest that Iran’s worldwide arms pur- 
chases during this period totaled almost four 
billion dollars — mostly from communist-bloc 
countries.*®^ The Task Force could find no doc- 
umentation authorizing the sale of United 
States made arms to Iran via Israel. Rather, the 
Task Force determined that any arms shipped 
to Iran via Israel was done unilaterally by Israel 
or as a result of miscommunications between 
the United States Department of State and the 
Government of Israel.*®® 

In his deposition, David Satterfield was asked 
about the claim by some proponents of the Oc- 
tober Surprise theory that there was another 
channel, apart from government-to-government 
links, through which an arms quid pro quo arms 
could have been carried out: 

Q. Do you therefore discount the 
possibility that there could have been 


an alternative channel of communica- 
tion to the Israelis, rumors that have 
circulated that perhaps a McFarlane or 
White House channel — do you dis- 
count that? 

A. I would have to repeat, nothing I 
have seen throughout that period of 
time would lead me to even suppose, 
to suspect that such a channel existed. 

If your follow up is why would that be, 
it is because either the documents that 
I reviewed, many of which were ex- 
tremely sensitive and extremely closely 
held, were written in ignorance of this 
purported channel, genuine ignorance 
or were incredibly carefully drafted to 
exclude any possibility of reference to 
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Satterfield said he did not believe the cables 
were carefully drafted to avoid detection. He 
stated that in the Iran-Contra case, the cables 
reflected the fact that questions were being 
raised about arms being sent off-channel. In 
this case, he testified that there was no such 
cable traffic. 

Finally, Ambassador Veliotes, who was aware 
at the time of arms sales to Iran through Israel, 
was asked to comment on the possibility of a 
back-channel link between these transactions 
and the hostages. 

A. I just think that the amounts are 
so small, compared to the need. I just 
can’t see how it could be seen as a 
payoff of any kind. The Israelis had 
their own good reasons for wishing to 
establish and maintain contact with 
these military procurement people, 
and that is — whom they saw either as a 
successor to the Khomeini regime, or 
points of significant influence in the 
Islamic Parliament. And we have dis- 
cussed these reasons. It just — it just 
doesn’t make sense to me. 

Q. The reason I raise it is, in an in- 
vestigation of a conspiracy, one always 
wants to make sure that they have cov- 
ered all of the aspects. 

A. No. I understand that, but when 
you think of the amounts of money in- 
volved, you know, we — I am in the 
book world. My educational publishers 


come up with new reading programs 
for first grade to six grade and they 
present them to states hoping the 
states will approve them for sale. 

One of my publishers spent $60 mil- 
lion for a new reading program for el- 
ementary schools. You know, $23 mil- 
lion or something trickling over into a 
country that had an army of what, a 
million men on the border? 

That is not very much. It just seems 
too piddly that it could be seen as a 
payoff. I would have to discount it if 
on no other grounds, just on those 
grounds. 

Ambassador Veliotes concluded that the Oc- 
tober Surprise allegations were the product of 
an effort to take a series of facts and link them 
together in a plausible way. When the facts 
were examined closely, he testified, they did 
not support the October Surprise thesis. 

After an analysis of all of the American and 
Israeli documentation, the Task Force has 
found no evidence to support the proposition 
that arms were sent to Iran to complete a bar- 
gain to delay the release of the hostages. The 
Task Force believes that if such an back-chan- 
nel arms delivery system existed. United States 
embassies or intelligence stations in the region 
would have raised questions in their cables. 
Cable traffic reviewed by the Task Force con- 
tained no reports of arms flows to Iran other 
than those described in this report. Given the 
publicity surrounding these deliveries and their 
relatively small value and battlefield impact, 
the Task Force concludes that these arms ship- 
ments cannot fairly be construed to constitute 
an October Surprise quid pro quo. 

C. Department of Defense 

To determine whether arms were shipped to 
Tehran from other sources pursuant to an Oc- 
tober Surprise quid pro quo, the Task Force re- 
viewed documents within the custody or con- 
trol of the Department of Defense (DOD). 
Forty-seven organizations within the Depart- 
ment of Defense conducted a worldwide search 
for records relating to the Task Force docu- 
ment production request. Documents retrieved 
were topically indexed for review. Approxi- 



mately 17,000 documents were indexed and re- 
viewed. 

The document review process allowed the 
Task Force to piece together a comprehensive 
picture of Iran’s foreign arms procurement 
since 1980. The Task Force determined that 
Iran’s arms procurement efforts were conduct- 
ed through a maze of quasi-govemmental and 
governmental trading companies. Western arms 
embargoes, domestic economic difficulties, and 
Iran’s need for military hardware and related 
equipment from western suppliers forced 
Tehran to rely heavily on illegal, privately bro- 
kered arms transactions in what is generally 
known as the “gray market.’’ Documents re- 
viewed by the Task Force established that Iran 
sought arms in many countries of the world. 

Documents developed by overseas DOD offi- 
cials refer frequently to Iranian efforts to ac- 
quire arms through all sources available to 
them once the arms embargo had been im- 
posed. The Task Force reviewed all of these re- 
ports and identified twenty-nine countries from 
which Iran was able to acquire arms, either di- 
rectly or indirectly through third-party 
sources.^®® 

The Task Force reviewed a number of re- 
ports that suggested Israeli participation in or 
knowledge of arms shipments to Iran. The 
Task Force also reviewed records of alleged 
actual arms deliveries to Iran, as well as 
records of private arms negotiations between 
Israeli businessmen and Iranian military per- 
sonnel.^^® The documents reviewed by the Task 
Force show that the reports of alleged and/or 
actual arms sales from Israel to Iran remained 
small but steady during the 1980-1981 period, 
peaked during the 1982-1983 period, and then 
steadily declined from 1984 to 1986. The docu- 
ments also suggest that arms sales through 
third parties followed a similar pattern. De- 
partment of Defense never placed any dollar 
amounts on these shipments. 

Documents reviewed by the Task Force also 
suggest that there was an ongoing dialogue 
uithin Department of Defense regarding 
United States arms policy toward Iran. For ex- 
ample, in several memos senior Department of 
Defense officials expressed displeasure with the 
Joint Chiefs of Staffs opposition to a proposed 
National Security Decision Directive (NSDD) 
that would permit transfers of non-United 
States arms to Iran by European allies and 


other countries. These officials argued that, 
while no United States-origin arms should be 
provided to Iran, third-party country transfers 
should not be discouraged. Notwithstanding 
this debate. United States policy continued to 
forbid the transfer of United States arms to 
Iran and continued to discourage third-country 
transfers of non-United States arms. Indeed, in 
memos dating from January 1981, a Depart- 
ment of Defense interagency task force report- 
ed to the Secretary of Defense its unanimous 
view that United States policy should continue 
to prohibit arms deliveries to Iran, including 
equipment already paid for by the Iranians. 

The Task Force’s review of Department of 
Defense documents underscored the strong 
anti-Khomeini sentiments within the Reagan 
administration. The Defense Department’s goal 
was to “dry up’’ all military supplies to Iran.^^^ 

"The Task Force interviewed officials in the 
Defense Security Assistance Agency (DSAA). 
DSAA coordinates the purchase of arms and 
other technology by foreign governments. 
DSAA does not actually ship items purchased, 
but monitors the activities of American arms 
dealers and the payments of foreign govern- 
ments. 

Interviews with DSAA officials, including Di- 
rector of Operations, H. Diehl McKalip, as well 
as Task Force document reviews, indicate that 
there were no FMS sales to Iran once the em- 
bargo was imposed by President Carter. Fur- 
thermore, prior to the embargo DSAA had re- 
stricted arms shipments to Iran because it had 
not paid billions of dollars in outstanding bills. 
DSAA officials said they would have objected 
vigorously to any arms sales to Iran because of 
its unpaid FMS debts. 

The Task Force also examined whether Israel 
had filed FMS requests in excess of its needs, 
which might indicate arms transfers to Iran. 
DSAA officials stated that they monitor Israel’s 
requests because DOD does not want foreign 
countries to profit financially by buying parts in 
the United States, reassembling them overseas, 
and reselling the finished item. DSAA officials 
stated that, while they saw intelligence reports 
indicating Israeli arms sales to Iran, there was 
no evidence that Israel was buying FMS arms in 
excess of its needs. 

Finally, none of the Department of Defense 
records reviewed by the Task Force revealed 



any evidence to support the allegations under 
investigation. There is no doubt that DOD was 
aware of reports of arms sales to Iran, particu- 
larly by Israel. None of these reports suggest, 
however, that any of these transactions were 
part of a quid pro quo between the Reagan ad- 
ministration and Iran. 

D. October 22>23, 1980 Arms 
Deal 


1. Overview 

As stated earlier, central to the October Sur- 
prise allegations is the question of whether 
known arms sales to Iran could be said to have 
been arranged as a quid pro quo for an agree- 
ment to delay the release of the hostages. One 
documented transaction, involving the delivery 
of arms from Nimes, France to Tehran on Oc- 
tober 22. 1980, has figured prominently in the 
October Surprise allegations. 

2. Background 

In the summer of 1980, Iran was trying to ac- 
quire arms from European arms dealers in an 
effort to fill gaps in its arsenal. Iran’s eagerness 
for arms was increased by the growing tensions 
between Iran and Iraq and the Iraqi invasion in 
September, 1980. As early as the spring of 
1980, Iran had begun to develop lists of items 
for which there was a specifically identified 
need. 

To obtain arms, the Iranian Defense Ministry 
retained the services of a number of individ- 
uals, including Ahmed Heidari, who was given 
responsibility for overseeing arms procurement 
efforts. Heidari worked in concert with Karim 
Minatchi and an Iranian company. Interparts, 
to set up to acquire the necessary military 
equipment. 

Heidari tried to acquire arms through all 
channels available to him. One such channel 
was the French cargo transport company, SETI 
International, headed by Yves DeLoreilhe. 
SETI, in turn, contracted Charter Masters 
Company, S.A., another French company spe- 
cializing in the delivery of difficult air cargo 
orders. Jacques Montanes was the president of 
Charter Masters. Although SETI and Charter 
Masters were experienced in the transportation 
of military equipment, neither had much expe- 


rience in the acquisition of such equipment. 
Two other men, Roger Faulques and Pierre 
Gaudinat, were contacted for their arms acqui- 
sition expertise. In the summer of 1980, prob- 
ably in August, a meeting was held in Paris to 
discuss the possibility of acquiring and deliver- 
ing military equipment to Tehran. Present at 
this meeting was Minatchi, Heidari, Montanes, 
DeLoreilhe, Faulques, and Gaudinat. An agree- 
ment was reached in principle, and the parties 
set in action a plan for the delivery of the de- 
sired equipment to Tehran. 

Task Force counsel interviewed most of the 
participants in this venture in order to deter- 
mine whether this or any related deals were re- 
lated in any fashion to an October Surprise quid 
pro quo. The account of each individual is ana- 
lyzed below. 

3. Participants 

a. Roger Faulques 

Roger Faulques is a professional soldier. 
He served with the French Foreign Legion 
from 1943 to 1961. He fought as a mercenary^ 
in the Congo from 1961 to 1962, in Yemen 
from 1963 to 1967, and in Biafra in 1967 and 
1968. Faulques stopped fighting in 1968 and 
began working on civilian construction jobs for 
French companies in Iraq, Libya, and Saudi 
Arabia. He is now retired. 

With respect to the arms deal described 
above, Faulques said that he was invited to par- 
ticipate in the Paris meeting at the behest of 
Pierre Gaudinat. Gaudinat advised Faulques 
that some Iranians were interested in acquiring 
spare parts for Boeing 747 Jumbo Jets, military 
aircraft, and tanks. Faulques attended the meet- 
ing in the summer of 1980, prior to the Iraqi 
invasion of Iran. The meeting lasted approxi- 
mately four hours. While he could not recall 
the names of the Iranians who participated, he 
said that one of them described himself as 
being empowered by Khomeini to reach agree- 
ments necessary to acquire the needed weap- 
ons. 

The Iranians explained that their military was 
having difficulty maintaining their aircraft be- 
cause key personnel responsible for mainte- 
nance had fled after the departure of the Shah, 
taking computerized spare parts inventories 
with them. Civilian and military aircraft had 



been sitting for months without required rou- 
tine maintenance. In addition to parts, the Ira- 
nians were looking for technical crews to over- 
haul engines that had been idle for months. 
Faulques was asked if he could locate a com- 
puter specialist to resolve their technical prob- 
lems and acquire the necessary parts. The Ira- 
nians produced a ten-page computer printout 
listing the equipment needed. Faulques advised 
the Iranians that he could not assist them and 
departed. He had no further dealings with the 
Iranians or anyone else connected with the 
deal. 

In his book, October Surpnse, Gary Sick writes: 

Heidari and Faulques reached an 
agreement in principle, subject to fi- 
nancial and technical arrangements, 
but Faulques insisted that he would do 
nothing without at least tacit approval 
by French intelligence. 

To that end, a representative of 
Faulques met with Alain Gagneron De 
Marolles at the latter’s home near Bor- 
deaux in early September. De Marolles 
was the director of operations in the 
Service Documentation Exterieur et de 
Contre-Espionage (SDECE), the 
French Secret Service, and a principal 
deputy to Count Alexander de Mar- 
enches, the SDECE’s head. 

Faulques specifically denied any such involve- 
ment with Heidari. He swore that he never 
contacted personally nor sent a representative 
to meet with De Marolles. He stated that he 
has never met De Marolles, and had never 
sent a “representative” to do so. Faulques 
said that he had never traveled to Iran, and 
produced his passport as evidence. He added 
that, with the exception of one Paris meeting, 
he had no involvement with the shipment of 
military spare parts or equipment to Iran. Fur- 
thermore, he stated that he knew nothing to in- 
dicate any relationship between this meeting 
and an alleged October Surprise quid pro quo. 

b. Pierre Gaudinat 

Pierre Gaudinat worked for Air France for 
20 years. He served as airport station manager 
in Istanbul, Warsaw, and Tel Aviv. He retired 
from Air France in 1977. In late 1977 and 
early 1978 he founded a delivery company 
named International Contact Service (ICS). ICS 


delivered mechanical parts and shipping docu- 
ments to inaccessible locations in a shorter 
period of time than normal postal service. Gau- 
dinat met Jacques Montanes in 1979. Mon- 
tanes also specialized in air transport. In early 
1980 Montanes proposed to Gaudinat that they 
do business together. Montanes told Gaudinat 
through a contact, Yves DeLoreilhe, that he 
had the possibility of servicing a delivery con- 
tract between France and Iran. Montanes be- 
lieved that the contract could be very lucrative. 
Gaudinat decided that he would meet with 
Montanes and his Iranian contacts. Gaudinat 
invited Faulques to participate in a meeting 
scheduled for the spring or summer of 1980 in 
Paris. Faulques flew from Spain to join the 
meeting. 

In addition to Gaudinat, the meeting includ- 
ed Minatchi, Heidari, DeLoreilhe, Faulques, 
and Montanes. Heidari showed the group a 
multiple-page listing of spare parts sought by 
Iran. Heidari also mentioned that he wanted 
three people to come to Iran to review its com- 
puter inventory system. Gaudinat said that 
the list was unusable because the spare parts 
contained no reference number. According 
to Gaudinat, it was not clear at this juncture 
whether the proposed transaction violated the 
arms embargo. It was agreed that Gaudinat 
would use his contacts to determine the view 
of the French Defense Ministry on the pro- 
posed deal. Gaudinat called a contact within 
the Defense Ministry and asked, “Could you 
come out, Fd like to have a drink with you and 
I am concerned by a problem, maybe you could 
help me out.” An unidentified official told 
Gaudinat that the Ministry would “give me a 
call.” During a second meeting, a Defense 
Ministry official told Gaudinat, “If you go to 
Iran to organize the recruiting of three special- 
ists to put order in the stock of armament we 
have nothing against it. It’s better for us to see 
French officers in Iran because we are confi- 
dent that everybody is disorganized since Kho- 
meini came to power. So just as well. So green 
light. But no paper. If you asked, they know 
nothing. They never saw me and they never 
told me anything.” Gaudinat stated that he 
tried to talk to DeMarolles about this matter, 
but that the latter had already been dismissed 
from the intelligence service. 



With an unofficial green light from the De- 
fense Ministry to send technicians to Iran, Gau- 
dinat, Montanes, and DeLoreilhe left for 
Tehran to study the computer inventory 
system. They were met by Heidari and Minachi 
and taken to meet an Iranian colonel, intro- 
duced as a “Minister of Defense”. The dis- 
cussion turned immediately to the need for 
Scorpio tank engines, ammunition, and other 
armaments. This worried Gaudinat, because 
neither DeLoreilhe nor Montanes had any ex- 
perience in acquiring this type of equipment. 
Gaudinat suggested that he thought the pur- 
pose of the trip as represented by Heidari to 
the Iranians was different from how it had been 
represented to him. When Gaudinat indicated 
his lack of interest, he was allowed to return to 
France. Once in France he met with a retired 
French military officer who was also involved in 
the project. Gaudinat told this officer that the 
project was doomed to failure and that he had 
washed his hands of the deal. To the best of 
Gaudinat’s knowledge, the officer continued on 
with the project. 

Gaudinat said that Montanes and DeLoreilhe 
remained in Tehran for a long time — until the 
engines could be delivered. In effect, when the 
Iranians learned that the desired equipment 
could not be acquired, they revoked the pass- 
ports of Montanes and DeLoreilhe. An ad hoc 
tire deal was arranged by SETI in order to 
“buy time” while the engine deal could be put 
together. 

A few weeks after his return from Tehran, on 
approximately September 14, 1980, Gaudinat 
was contacted by Montanes’ assistant, Jean 
Bourquin. Bourquin told him that he had been 
asked to transport 5,000 kilos of retreaded 
Phantom Jet tires from Tel Aviv to Tehran. He 
asked Gaudinat if he would take this flight. 
Gaudinat agreed. He recalled that he flew on a 
Caravelle plane to Tel Aviv. When the plane 
arrived in Tel Aviv, it was taken to a secluded 
part of the airfield and surrounded by Israeli 
troops. The cargo compartment was loaded 
with retreaded Phantom F-4 tires. Gaudinat 
spent the night in the cockpit. The next morn- 
ing the plane was flown by the SETI pilot non- 
stop to Nimes, France. After 2-3 hours on the 
ground, the cargo was loaded on a DC-8 
LuxAir plane and flown to Iran.^^® 

Gaudinat told Task Force counsel that after 
the tire deal was completed, SETI representa- 


tives were called to the French Ministry of De- 
fense and were told to stop dealing with Iran 
because “our American friends were fed 
up.” When asked what he understood this to 
mean, Gaudinat said he believed that the 
United States had monitored the shipment and 
sent word back through the French Defense 
Ministry that it wanted this sort of activity shut 
down. As it turned out, this was the last deal 
with which he was involved. 

Gaudinat offered that he had no specific in- 
formation on whether there was a relationship 
between the October tire deal or any of the 
SETI deals and the American hostages. Howev- 
er, he indicated that no Americans were even 
present at any meeting at which any of the 
arms deals were discussed. 

c. Jacques Montanes 

Jacques Montanes is the president and 
General Manager of Aero Cargo International, 
a Paris-based firm. During the 1970s and the 
early 1980s, he was president of the French 
cargo company, Charter Masters. Charter Mas- 
ters specialized in difficult international cargo 
deliveries. Montanes had extensive prior expe- 
rience in Iran, which prompted SETI Interna- 
tional to seek to collaborate with Charter Mas- 
ters. Montanes described the relationship 
among DeLoreilhe, Gaudinat, Faulques, Hei- 
dari, Minachi, and himself to Task Force inves- 
tigators.''*^ 

Yves DeLoreilhe contacted Montanes because 
of prior cooperation between SETI and Char- 
ter Masters on a delivery of cargo to Africa and 
because Montanes had previously made trips to 
post-revolutionary Iran to remove equipment 
and tooling related to Airbuses leased by Iran 
under the Shah. In June 1980, SETI initially 
proposed that Charter Masters organize the 
transportation to Iran of equipment based in 
Lisbon. Charter Masters was asked to arrange 
seventy flights between Portugal and Iran in- 
volving Boeing 707 freighters. These seventy 
flights were never made because Iran could not 
provide a $200 million letter of credit. 

Following this failure, SETI and the Inter- 
parts representatives, Minachi and Heidari, met 
in Paris between July and August, 1980 to ar- 
range a new arms link between Europe and 
Iran. They agreed in an August meeting that a 
team of experts should be dispatched to 


Tehran to assess Iran’s military and technical 
needs. On September 14, 1980 Montanes, Gau- 
dinat, and DeLoreilhe travelled to Tehran to 
make a technical assessment. Meetings were 
held between civilian and defense ministry per- 
sonnel and the European technicians. A com- 
prehensive list of needed military equipment 
emerged from these meetings. In light of the 
Iraqi invasion, the parties agreed to expedite 
the delivery of the most urgently needed equip- 
ment: the Scorpio and Chieftain engines. The 
army approved the contract and a contract was 
made with the SICAM company in Monaco for 
50 J~60 Scorpio engines and 18 MKBA Chief- 
tain engines. SICAM indicated that it would 
take approximately three weeks for delivery. 

Invoices were prepared by Heidari and pre- 
sented to the army for approval. Funds were 
delivered to SETI’s correspondent banks in 
Switzerland, based on an invoice prepared by 
Heidari. Ali Reza Nobari of Bank Markazi 
was concerned about the absence of any collat- 
eral or other financial guarantees by SETI to 
ensure delivery of the purchased equipment. As 
a consequence, Nobari had Montanes’ and De- 
Loreilhe’s passports revoked pending delivery 
of the goods. 

When the funds arrived in Switzerland on 
October 11, 1980, thirty percent was removed 
to pay the middlemen for the Scorpio engines. 
The remainder was to be paid upon delivery. 
TTie Chieftain engines were not delivered 
within the time period required in the contract. 
As a result, Heidari arranged for the replace- 
ment of the 18 Chieftain engines by other 
equipment of interest to the Iranian Defense 
Ministry. This included: F-4 tires; spare parts 
for M60/M48 tank engines; and field batteries 
for transmissions. In the meantime, SICAM 
purchased additional spare parts for M60/M48 
engines from Alberto Ghiraldi in Milan, Italy. 
SETI, on the other hand, worked with Israeli 
diplomatic representatives in Paris. Israel, SETI 
was told, was interested in filling the void. The 
complete inventory of parts needed by Iran was 
sent to an “Israeli diplomat.*’ In a meeting 
with an Israeli representative, Heidari ex- 
pressed his willingness to allow Israel to com- 
plete the contract if Israel would show good 
faith by delivering some equipment to Tehran. 
Israel agreed to send F-4 tires and Tampela 
mortars. A transfer of $250,000 was made on 
October 21 to the Israeli purchasing mission. A 


second $80,000 payment was made several days 
later. 

On October 23 a Caravelle owned by Aero- 
tour, a French company, was chartered to pick 
up the equipment in Israel. Caudinat was on 
this flight. The plane flew from Paris to Israel, 
where, in contravention of the terms of the 
deal as understood by Montanes, only 250 F-4 
retread tires were delivered. No mortars were 
ever produced. Once loaded with the retread 
tires, the plane flew to Nimes, France, where 
the cargo was loaded on a DC-8 along with 
other military equipment previously contracted 
for by SETI and Interparts. With Jacques 
Masson, the director of SICAM, on board, the 
plane then departed for Iran, where it was un- 
loaded in Montanes’ presence. While this trans- 
action did not fulfill the terms of the SETl-In- 
terparts contract, it ended the involvement of 
Israeli representatives in the deal. Over the 
next eight months all of the engines origi- 
nally contracted for were eventually delivered 
with the assistance of a second arms dealer, 
Horst Von Hajik, thus ending SETI’s and Char- 
ter Masters’ dealings with Iran and the delivery 
of military equipment. 

Montanes was repeatedly questioned about 
any part this particular transaction may have 
played in a hostage-delay quid pro quo. Mon- 
tanes testified that, to his knowledge, this arms 
deal had no connection with the October Sur- 
prise allegations: 

# # « « # 

Q: . . . My question to you was 
throughout this entire transaction, 
both in Iran or France or anywhere 
else, did anyone discuss with you that 
the transaction, that you were involved 
in October and ending in May, Octo- 
ber 1980 and ending in May 1981 had 
anything to do with the hostage situa- 
tion? 

A: None at all.'®^ 

♦ ♦ # # « 

Montanes went on to add that while he un- 
derstood the argument that the delivery of 
arms in mid-October would serve as a taste of 
things to come if the Iranians were willing to 
delay the release of the hostages beyond No- 



vember, 1980, he saw “nothing to really sub- 
stantiate it.” 

On a related note, Montanes, who had be- 
friended Ghotbzadeh during his [Montanes’] 
period of captivity in Iran, was asked whether 
Ghotbzadeh ever advised him that a relation- 
ship existed between his arms deal and an al- 
leged deal to delay the release of the hostages, 
Montanes testified as follows: 

Q: But, just to bring this portion of 
the questioning to an end, did Ghotb- 
zadeh ever tie your transaction to 
some deal between the Iranians and 
the Republican party. 

A: Not that I know. 

« # 

Q; But Ghotbzadeh never linked 
your deal with the Republican contact 
that he believed were taking place? 

A: Never. 

According to Montanes, his October 1980 
arms deal was a business arrangement between 
SETI and Iran. The purpose was to make 
money. It never had any connection to the 
American hostages to his knowledge. With re- 
spect to related or subsequent arms deliveries, 
Montanes stated that he was still being held in 
Tehran after January, 1981, and spent a good 
deal of his time waiting at the airport for the 
delivery of the engines that would consummate 
his deal. His testimony on this point was that 
throughout the entire period of time he spent 
in Tehran between January and June 1981, at 
no time did he see any American made or ret- 
rofitted equipment entering Marabbad Airport. 

Q; And so between January and 
June, did you see any. . . . 

A: I didn’t see any stuff [American 
made or retrofitted arms] enter 
Tehran Marabbad Airport. 

Q; That’s what I am saying, actually, 
the stuff that you personally could 
have witnessed, your testimony is that 
you saw, your statement is that you 
saw no such stuff? 

A: No such stuff, at Tehran Marab- 
bad Airport. 


d. Ahmed Heidari 

Ahmed Heidari has made a comfortable 
living from Iranian deals over the past decade. 
According to Heidari, his arms dealings can be 
broken down into distinct stages. The first 
stage involves dealings with SETI. 

Heidari explained that he began arms dealing 
in earnest after Iraq invaded Iran in Septem- 
ber, 1980. Immediately after the initial attack, 
Heidari was appointed an official representative 
of the Iranian Ministry of Defense. In this ca- 
pacity he was responsible for most of Iran’s 
arms procurement efforts, especially in Europe. 
Heidari worked for Colonel Fakuri, who was 
the minister of Defense. 

In an effort to secure arms, Heidari contact- 
ed a Mr. Masson, the owner of an arms pro- 
curement enterprise in France called 
CICOM.'®^ Because any arms deals between 
France and Iran would violate the arms embar- 
go, Heidari said he asked Alexander de Mar- 
enches for permission to make secret arms 
deals. Heidari testified that de Marenches 
told him France would not do business with 
Iran, at least officially. Heidari was told to con- 
tact DeLoreilhe, who might still maintain an in- 
terest in clandestine arms deals. Heidari con- 
tacted DeLoreilhe, and later met with DeLor- 
eilhe, Montanes and others to tie down the 
specifics of the proposed deal. Montanes was in 
charge of air logistics — i.e., identifying the nec- 
essary aircraft to transport the equipment. De- 
Loreilhe was responsible for locating and ac- 
quiring the contracted material. 

Heidari said that he attempted to complete 
two deals with SETI and DeLoreilhe. To ar- 
range the first deal, Montanes and DeLoreilhe 
travelled to Iran in September, 1980, according 
to Heidari. This deal involved the purchase of 
Scorpio tank engines by Iran. Although a con- 
tract was signed and funds were made available 
to pay for the goods, SETI could not locate the 
desired engines. DeLoreilhe and Montanes 
“were asked” to remain in Iran “to devote ad- 
ditional time to the matter.” As it turned 
out, said Heidari, SETI was never able to 
locate a seller. Heidari instead had to make al- 
ternative arrangements with Ian Smalley to ship 
the equipment from England through Luxem- 
bourg to Tehran under cover of a truck engine 
invoice. Heidari was able to use his own con- 



tacts to secure the necessary end-user certifi- 
cates.^®' 

The second deal, as Heidari explained it, 
involved the purchase of batteries, tires, and 
miscellaneous spare parts. This deal was nego- 
tiated three weeks after DeLoreilhe and Mon- 
tanes arrived in Tehran. According to Heidari, 
when it became apparent that SETI could not 
deliver on the first deal, they had to do some- 
thing as a way to buy time because Iran had al- 
ready sent money to cover the cost of the en- 
gines.'®^ Using invoices from individuals who 
remained in Paris, SETI made arrangements 
for this “second deal”. This deal involved a 
contact named “Alain” at the “Israeli Mission 
in Paris.” With his assistance, the retread F-4 
tires were included in the second deal. Heidari 
emphasized that the transaction involving SETI 
had nothing to do with the hostages. They 
were simply commercial transactions through 
which he hoped to earn commissions and 
obtain the needed weaponry for Iran. He noted 
that he did not meet DeMarolles and that, to 
his knowledge, any contacts with French intelli- 
gence were only undertaken to avoid legal en- 
tanglements with French authorities.'®^ 

The second stage of Heidari’s arms procure- 
ment activities occurred between late 1980 and 
1983. During this stage, reported Heidari, Iran 
was attempting to purchase arms from France, 
Spain, Portugal, and Israel. Heidari indicated 
that he personally knew of Iranian arms pur- 
chases of excess American military parts from 
Israel and Spain. The purchase from Israel, ac- 
cording to Heidari, had a total value of $30- 
$40 million. Among the items received from 
the Israelis were recoilless rifles, ammunition, 
and howitzers. Heidari noted that American- 
made equipment formed only a portion of the 
shipments arranged by Israel. Heidari said that, 
to his knowledge, none of the arms purchased 
from Israel were obtained with the agreement 
of the American government.'®® 

Heidari was pointedly questioned about 
Iran’s involvement with the acquisition of arms 
from Israel. Heidari stated that his sole contact 
with Israel was the individual named “Alain” 
stationed in Paris. Alain, Heidari said, may have 
been a representative of Soffer, the Israeli Am- 
bassador to France, but he had no proof for 
this. Heidari indicated that he would leave a 
message for Alain at a specific phone number 
in France and would later receive a call back. 


The arms deals were arranged in this way. Hei- 
dari said that he was not part of any arms deals 
that could be said to have been part of an Oc- 
tober Surprise quid pro quo . '®® 

Heidari was not involved in any deals with 
Andreas Jenni, the Swiss arms dealer. However, 
Heidari was a small investor in a Jenni arrange- 
ment in which an Argentine plane was shot 
down by the Soviets. Angelo Caldas organized 
the deal and Heidari invested $200,000. This 
flight was one of a series of five or six flights. 
Brazil purchased American goods and sold 
them to Iran. Transport was through Israel and 
Cyprus. Heidari was familiar with Horst Von 
Hajik. He described him as a “crazy middle- 
man” who stole $100,000 from Yves DeLor- 
eilhe. DeLoreilhe introduced Heidari to Von 
Hajik. Heidari attempted, without success, to 
purchase tank engines through Von Hajik.'®’ 

Aside from this, Heidari lacked detailed in- 
formation concerning third-party arms dealers 
doing business with Iran. He left Task Force 
counsel with the impression that many individ- 
ual arms dealers were brandishing their wares 
in the marketplace because any successful Iran 
deal could be quite lucrative at a time when an 
arms embargo was in place. He offered no evi- 
dence suggesting that any of these deals were 
linked in any way to the release of the hos- 
tages. 

The October 23 tire delivery from Israel to 
Iran occurred in close proximity to the alleged 
Paris meeting dates. For that reason alone it 
seems to have found its way into the October 
Surprise literature. Upon close inspection, how- 
ever, several conclusions can be reached. First, 
this delivery of re-treaded tires was a small, ad 
hoc part of a larger endeavor involving French 
businessmen, Iranian arms brokers, and the 
governments of Israel and Iran. No American 
involvement can be fairly said to exist. Second, 
this deal was undertaken to make money for 
the private party participants, provide needed 
weapons for Iran, and to serve the strategic 
needs of Israel during a most tumultuous time 
in Iranian-Israeli relations. No linkage between 
this deal and the release of the American hos- 
tages could be found because none exists. 
Third, there appears to have been attempts by 
the participants in this deal to notify French in- 
telligence/military services before the fact of 
the deliveries in an effort to safeguard their 



personal well-being (i.e., avoid arrest or forfeit- 
ure of their property) and to obtain a tacit “ap- 
proval” for the delivery. There is no evidence 
that Alexander de Marenches, or people work- 
ing for or with him, were in fact notified of or 
actually approved the deal. The contacts with 
the intelligence/military services are at best 
ambiguous. It would be disingenuous to use 
this attempt to reach representatives of French 
intelligence, particularly Count de Marenches, 
as a basis for concluding that Bill Casey was 
the hand behind this operation. Indeed, the 
Task Force concludes that the juxtaposition of 
this deal against the description of Bill Casey’s 
friendship with Count de Marenches in Gary 
Sick’s October Surprise leaves the impression 
that this tire delivery was the first in a series of 
arms deals that formed the basis for the Octo- 
ber Surprise quid pro quo allegations. In fact, the 
Task Force found no evidence whatever linking 
the two and, further, found credible documen- 
tary and testimonial evidence that this 
deal was not connected to the fate of the Amer- 
ican hostages in any fashion. 

In sum, therefore, it is the conclusion of the 
Task Force that there is no evidence that the 
October 23, 1980 arms delivery described 
above was related in any manner to the Octo- 
ber Surprise quid pro quo allegations. 

E. Miscellaneous Arms Deals 


It has been reported that shortly after 
Reagan was sworn in as President, the United 
States sanctioned the shipment of arms to Iran 
through a variety of channels While the 
Task Force was unable to follow-up on all of 
the arms transactions involving third-party indi- 
viduals and Iran, it made inquiry into several it 
deemed representative in an effort to deter- 
mine whether any fit into the quid pro quo sce- 
nario. Each is dealt with below. 

1. Allegation by William 
Herrmann 

As described more fully in Section VI, Wil- 
liam Herrmann was an arms dealer throughout 
the 1980s. Because of his arms dealings, Herr- 
mann testified, he was in a position to know 
about arms transactions involving Iran in 1980. 
He gave sworn testimony to the Task Force on 
this knowledge. 


Herrmann testified that he became aware of 
NATO arms shipments to Iran in March or 
April of 1981. At that time, Herrmann said, 
arms were shipped to Iran primarily from Bel- 
gium, through Spain and Portugal, and some- 
times through Israel and Italy. Herrmann in- 
dicated that, while many individuals were in- 
volved in these shipments, he knew of only one 
by name, Armand Donay. Herrmann testi- 
fied that he was introduced to an unknown 
American Army colonel assigned to NATO in a 
meeting in Donay’s office in Liege, Belgium in 
March or April of 1981. Herrmann said that 
the colonel was in uniform, but was not wear- 
ing his name tag, and that he never learned the 
officer’s name. Herrmann testified that the 
American colonel provided Donay with a ship- 
ping list of arms sought by Iran. Herrmann 
believed that the Iranians had approached 
Donay because he was in a position to help the 
Iranians acquire surplus NATO arms. Accord- 
ing to Herrmann, NATO was involved in ship- 
ping spare parts and tank engines to Iran. 
When asked for specific information on these 
matters, Herrmann testified as follows: 

A: I will define that a little bit. At 
the time, the German government was 
phasing out their M-48 tanks due to 
the fact that they were producing their 
own, and they had a tremendous 
amount of spare parts for the M-48 
tank that they were putting in the 
open market, or more or less the open 
market. 

Q; And are they authorized under 
NATO rules and regulations to do 
that, to your knowledge? 

A: Only with the permission of the 
United States government. If they 
were American-manufactured, with the 
permission of the United States gov- 
ernment, And that is where the colo- 
nel came in; [that he would authorize 
the sales of this kind of material]. 

Herrmann admitted, however, that Donay 
had no authority to sell M-48 spares from 
German stockpiles. He said that only the 
German Ministry of Defense could have author- 
ized such a sale, and only then with formal per- 
mission from the United States. Herrmann tes- 
tified that, notwithstanding this, he is con- 


vinced that Donay had the implicit agreement 
of the German government to ship excess ma- 
terial, to Iran, despite the arms embargo then 
in effect. Herrmann’s testimony follows: 

Q; So any sales of arms to Iran at 
this point, I presume, is technically in 
violation of the embargo? 

A: Technically, yes, yes. 

Q; And so an American colonel, who 
was supposedly authorizing the sale of 
these M-48 tank engines, or anything 
else, would be acting in contravention 
of the United States-led embargo; 
right? 

A: Yes; correct. 

Q; And Germany would be acting in 
contravention of the terms of the em- 
bargo? 

A: Exactly. Anyone acquiring this 
type of equipment at the time that 
Iran and Iraq were at war knows that 
this type of merchandise only goes to 
Iran due to the fact they had American 
equipment. 

Q: Now, is what you are saying that 
notwithstanding the fact of the embar- 
go, that this stuff that Donay was of- 
fering to obtain was agreed to by Ger- 
many and this United States colonel 
on behalf of the United States.'"^® 

A: Yes. 

Herrmann testified that his source of knowl- 
edge on this point was Manuchehr Ghorbani- 
far but could offer no proof of Ghorbanifar’s 
statement or of the arms deliveries in itself. 
Thus, when asked to elaborate on his claim 
that NATO arms were being shipped to Iran 
with the approval of the United States, Herr- 
mann could only surmise that someone (un- 
known and unnamed) in the Pentagon sanc- 
tioned these transactions. He stated: 

A: My feeling was that whatever he 
[the American Colonel] was doing was 
sanctioned by someone. 

♦ # # # # 

Q: But I am asking if you have spe- 
cific knowledge, either from him or 
someone else in the United States gov- 


ernment, that this officer received that 
approval from some superior. 

A: No, I have no personal knowl- 
edge whatsoever on this. 

Absent any other corroborating evidence and 
given that Herrmann’s testimony can at best be 
characterized as rank speculation, the Task 
Force found it totally unconvincing. 

Finally, Herrmann was asked whether he had 
any information linking these alleged arms 
shipments to an October Surprise quid pro quo. 
Herrmann testified that it was his belief that a 
hostage deal had been struck prior to the 1980 
election. He added that this was not only his 
personal belief, but the belief of “other people 
that know of transactions of this nature.’’ 
The Task Force asked Herrmann for specific 
information that would support this belief: 

Q: . . . I presume from what you 
have told me that you are saying that 
this came from this October meeting. 

Am I wrong to presume that, or are 
you assuming — 

A: No, this is correct. 

Q: Are you assuming it from any 
other possible meetings or any other 
possible contact in any other way? 

A: No. If you ask yourself the ques- 
tion why would the hostages be re- 
leased on January the 20th, after 
Reagan was inaugurated, having 
knowledge of merchandise being 
shipped from NATO warehouses 
shortly thereafter, the assumption is 
that something was worked out prior 
to the election. 

# ♦ # ♦ # 

Q; So I want to understand your 
reasoning. I am not quarreling with 
you, but just trying to understand 
what your reasoning is. Your reason- 
ing goes along the following lines: 

First, it is that the American approv- 
als for the sale of arms in violation of 
the embargo was done because there 
was an agreement made prior to that 
time relating to the hostages in ex- 
change for shipments of arms, a quid 



pro quo, if you will, between the release 
date of the hostages in January in 
favor of arms to be shipped to Iran 
thereafter? 

A: Correct. 

Again, given the speculative and uncorrobor- 
ated nature of Herrmann’s statements, the 
Task Force concludes that his testimony is not 
credible evidence of an October Surprise arms- 
related quid pro quo. 

2. Allegation by William 
Northrop 

Northrop is a businessman, born in the 
United States, who holds Israeli citizenship. He 
was indicted in 1986 in the Southern District of 
New York for Arms Export Control Act 
(AECA) violations. The fifty-one count in- 
dictment alleged that thirteen persons and six 
entities engaged in a series of five conspiracies 
to violate the AECA. 

William Northrop was charged in two of the 
five conspiracies (counts one and two). Count 
one charged that Mr. Northrop was a member 
of the “B.I.T. Company Arms Deal” in which it 
is alleged that he, along with Guriel Eisenberg 
and Rafael Israel Eisenberg, among others, at- 
tempted to act as dealers, for the sales of two 
missiles, aircraft, helicopter engines and other 
articles to Iran. The second count, described as 
“the Dergo Establishment Arms Deal,” charged 
that Mr. Northrop and Abraham Bar’Aam acted 
as dealers for the illegal sale of defense articles 
to Iran. The case was dismissed after the rev- 
elations regarding the Iran-Contra affair came 
to light. 

In November, 1988, he signed a sworn affi- 
davit in the case of Gary Howard and Ronald 
Tucker v. United States. The purpose of the af- 
fidavit was to assist the plaintiffs in their at- 
tempt to prove that the United States sanc- 
tioned arms sales to Iran in the early 1980’s. In 
the affidavit, Northrop asserted that hundreds 
of millions of dollars of military equipment 
were shipped from Israel to Iran. This equip- 
ment, so he attested, was then replenished by 
the United States. Largely, as a consequences 
of this declaration, Northrop has been cited as 
a source for the proposition that the arms ship- 
ments about which his affidavit addressed as 
well as others were part of the October Sur- 
prise quid pro quo. 


The Task Force looked into Northrop’s alle- 
gations. At the outset it sought to ascertain his 
bona fides. While difficult, several points struck 
the Task Force as indicative of the problem it 
would have in relying on Northrop. First, Nor- 
throp had close ties to Richard Brenneke. At 
Brenneke’s perjury trial he was called as a wit- 
ness on Brenneke’s behalf During his direct 
examination, he testified that he had known 
Brenneke for about twenty years and that he 
was with Brenneke in the late summer of 1980 
in Lehore, Pakistan. Unfortunately, Bren- 
neke’s credit card receipts for that time period 
conclusively establish that Brenneke never trav- 
elled to Pakistan in the summer of 1980. 
Second, Brenneke’s handwritten notes from his 
personal calendar reflect a call from a Rich- 
ard Ryan indicating that a man named Will 
Northrop who was working as an investigator 
for an Oklahoma City law office wanted to 
speak with Brenneke. The clear indication from 
this message is that this was the first time Nor- 
throp was introduced to Brenneke. Finally, 
Northrop has described himself as an Israeli in- 
telligence operative. The government of Israel 
specifically denied any such association. 
Thus, before the substance of his affidavit was 
addressed, the Task Force had very good 
reason to doubt the reliability of the October 
Surprise stories related to Northrop. 

Regarding the specifics of the affidavit, one 
need not read very far in order to assess the ac- 
curacy of its contents. In the first substantive 
paragraph (paragraph #2) Northrop asserts 
that the October 23, 1980 tire deal that is dis- 
cussed at length in this chapter was approved 
of by the United States following a meeting be- 
tween President Carter and Prime Minister 
Begin. As has been previously established by 
the Task Force, this assertion is patently false. 
In the third substantive paragraph (paragraph 
#4) of the affidavit, Northrop asserts that Sec- 
retary Haig, after meeting with Foreign Minis- 
ter Shamir in February, 1981, specifically au- 
thorized Israel to ship American-made weapons 
to Iran. A review of the cable traffic between 
the State Department and Israel (discussed pre- 
viously), as well as the contemporaneous notes 
and memoranda of the participants (also dis- 
cussed previously), establish that no green light 
was ever given for the shipment of American- 
made weapons between Israel and Iran. In the 


next substantive paragraph (paragraph #5) 
Northrop asserts that Israel shipped $7 million 
worth of American-made C-130 aircraft and 
communications parts to Iran in March 1991 
and that the United States in the person of its 
Israeli Ambassador, Samuel Lewis, advised 
Israel that the equipment shipped could be re- 
plenished from American stockpiles. As dis- 
cussed elsewhere in this chapter, this assertion 
is likewise false. The United States never au- 
thorized the selling of American-made equip- 
ment between Israel and Iran and at no time 
did the United Slates replenish Israeli stock- 
piles for equipment allegedly sold to Iran. 

Accordingly, the Task Force concludes that 
Northrop’s assertions are untrue and that any 
reliance upon him for the proposition that 
arms sales between Israel and Iran after Janu- 
ary 1981 were part of an October Surprise quid 
pro quo is misplaced. 

3. Allegation by Arif Durrani 

Arif Durrani is a Pakistani arms dealer. In 
Gary Sick’s October Surprise, Durrani related in- 
formation concerning shipments of NATO ma- 
terials to Iran. According to Mr. Sick, Durrani 

claimed that documents existed in 
Belgium that indicated a substantial 
flow of arms from NATO stocks to 
Iran. According to Durrani, the United 
States later replenished these stocks. 
Durrani said that he visited NATO 
warehouses in Portugal, where he in- 
spected military equipment and parts 
and then reported his findings to rep- 
resentatives of the Iranian Revolution- 
ary Guards, who were waiting for him 
outside the NATO base. If they liked 
what they heard, a transaction would 
be set in motion. 

Durrani recalled that orders began 
to show up at his company and else- 
where for certain aircraft parts unique 
to the Iranian F-4s that had been pur- 
chased by the Shah. These tell-tale 
parts were initially ordered by Israel, 
but later orders were received from 
Turkey as well. Durrani also recalled 
that on one occasion thirteen Cobra 
helicopters were sold to Iran from a 
U.S. base in Germany and were 
shipped to Iran via Zaire for cover. 


Other sources also claimed that Zaire 
was used as a transit point to launder 
arms shipments that went directly 
from U.S. sources to Iran without 
passing through Israel. 

Preliminarily, the Task Force notes that, as 
discussed in Section VII of this report, Durrani 
has changed his story^ in several material re- 
spects in detailing his information of alleged 
Madrid meetings. In asking Durrani in his dep- 
osition for additional information concerning 
sales of NATO stock arms to Iran, Durrani re- 
lated that he had visited NATO bases in Portu- 
gal and Luxembourg in 1985 and 1986. While 
he does not even recall where the NATO base 
was in Luxembourg, he likewise cannot 

recall the Portuguese military officials who es- 
corted him from Lisbon to the NATO facility 
and with whom he did business. There were 
never any Americans present. To the extent 
that he led any writers to believe that the 
United States government replenished reduced 
NATO stock shipped to Iran, Durrani alleged 
that it was American companies, not the gov- 
ernment, that replenished the stocks. Finally, 
while Durrani claims to have seen records of 
sales of NATO arms to Iran from 1982-83, 
he offered absolutely no evidence to corrobo- 
rate his allegations. Given Durrani’s suspect 
credibility, the Task Force can give no weight 
to his unsupported, uncorroborated testimony. 
Accordingly, the Task Force finds Durrani’s 
testimony not to be credible. 

F. Conclusion 


What can fairly be said by studying these 
miscellaneous arms deals and the many others 
that surely were consummated (if one accepts 
the United States intelligence community as- 
sessment that Iran was purchasing arms in the 
years 1980-1982 in amounts totalling nearly $2 
billion annually, is that during the period 
beginning in September, 1980 and continu- 
ing for the next several years, Iran was very ac- 
tively engaged in a worldwide effort to secure 
the arms it needed to sustain its revolution and 
the war with Iraq. This worldwide weapons 
search brought to the forefront a diverse array 
of independent arms brokers eager to cash in 
on this lucrative market as well as many coun- 
tries similarly anxious to fill the void created by 



the United States lead weapons embargo. It is 
not surprising, therefore, that some of these 
arms shipments would be argued as constitut- 
ing the October Surprise quid pro quo. However, 
when the Task Force sought evidence substan- 
tiating these claims, none could be found. The 
Task Force rejects the argument that the ab- 
sence of evidence is proof that the alleged 
event occurred. There is no proof that the rele- 
vant evidence was destroyed. 

It is therefore the conclusion of the Task 
Force that no credible evidence exists that arms 
were delivered in any manner as to constitute a 
quid pro quo for the delayed release of the 
American hostages. 

Endnotes 

1 . Michael Bar-Zohar, Brn-Gunon and thf Policy of the Periphery, in 
Itamar Rabinovich and Jehuda Rcinharz, eds., Israel in the Middle 
East: Documents and Readings on Society, Politics, and Foreign Relations 
1948-Present, Oxford University Press, 1984. 

2. Shmuel Segev, The Iranian Triangle: The Untold Story of Israel's 
Role in the Iran-Contra Affair, New V’ork; The Free Press, 1988. 

3. Id. 

4. Anthony Sampson, The Sn>en Sisters, The V'^iking Press, 1975. 

5. G. Sick, .4// Fall Down, at 173-75. 

6. Eric V'on Marbod Interview (Aug. 24, 1992) at 1. Von 
Marbod stated that because of the revolutionary upheaval in Iran, 
the Iranians had a serious “cash flow” problem. During V^on 
Marbod’s negotiations, the Iranians attempted to pay for arms 
with oil. The United States refused, and the Memorandum of Un- 
derstanding was executed which either restricted or ended out- 
standing defense contracts. This Memorandum of Understanding 
later became critical in providing the United States with favorable 
leverage in negotiations over military spare parts and arms obli- 
gations. See also Michael l^deen and William Lewis, Debacle: The 
American Failure in Iran, Vintage, 1982, at 190. 

7. Id. On Feb. 5, 1979, the Department of Defense announced 
that $7 billion in arms scheduled for delivery to Iran had been 
cancelled, including 160 F-16 fighter aircraft, 7 E-3 AWACs, 16 
RF-4 reconnaissance planes, and two of four Spruance class de- 
stroyers. The Iran Hostage Crisis, A Chronology of Daily Devel- 
opments, Committee on Foreign Affairs, United States House of 
Representatives, 97th Congress, 1st Session (Mar. 18, 1981) at 
14 (hereinafter “CRS”). 

8. Ambassador Samuel Lewis Interview- (Sept. 9, 1992) at 1 
(hereinafter “Lewis Sept. 9 Int.”). 

9. Id. at 1; Ambassador Nicholas A. Veliotes Deposition (Dec. 
1 1, 1992) at 5-6 (hereinafter “Veliotes Dep.”). 

10. Lewis Sept. 9, 1992 Int. at 1. According to Ambassador 
Lewis, while the main military leaders were removed almost im- 
mediately, the next few echelons of command remained in place 
at 1. 

11. Id. at 1. 

12. Id. at 2. As Israel sought to sell arms to Iran, the revolu- 
tionary government in Iran was trying to purchase supplies. De- 
spite Ayatollah Khomeini’s desire to scale down the army and 
military purchases. Prime Minister Mehdi Bazargan, the leader of 
the first post-Shah Iranian government, made attempts to nor- 
malize relations with the United States to obtain military spare 
parts. While these attempts at reproachment ultimately led to Ba- 
zargan’s departure from office, Khomeini had approved these 
contacts as well as having authorized a program to purchase mili- 


tary spare parts. See Bakhash, S., The Reign of the Ayatollahs, at 70. 
On October 5, 1979, the Department of Defense announced that 
the United States had resumed delivery of spare parts for Iran’s 
American made military aircraft. CRS at 33. 

13. CRS at 38. 

14. Id. at 39. 

15. United Stales Department of State, Document No. 330065, 
to all Diplomatic Posts (December 22, 1979) See App. at 864. 

16. Lewis Int. at 6. Ari Ben-Menashe asserts that the son of an 
Iranian Ayatollah named Faid Mehdi Kashani flew- to Israel to 
discuss the. “Iraqi nuclear-development program”, and as a 
result of this visit. Israel sent approximately three hundred F-4 
phantom jet tires to Iran via Vienna in March or April 1980. Ari 
Ben-Menashe Deposition (Aug. 4. 1992) at 12-21 (hereinafter 
“Ben-Menashe Dep.”). The Task Force has found no evidence to 
support this allegation. According to the report on the October 
Surprise allegations conducted by the Government of Israel at 
the behest of the Task Force (hereinafter “GOI Report”) at 
24060, Kashani entered Israel for the first lime in 1985. See App. 
at 500-563. According to Ambassador Lewis, if anything like this 
look place, Prime Minister Begin was not informed about it. 

17. The GOI Report notes that in April 1980, Prime Minister 
Begin visited the United Slates. During his visit, Mr. Begin pro- 
posed to U S. President Carter that Israel supply arms to Iran 
(mainly spare parts for F-4 fighter-bombers) in order to develop 
a direct line to the military there. Prime Minister Begin believed 
that such arms deliveries may also serve U.S. interests. Begin re- 
ceived a negative response from President Carter, and a message 
to this effect was transferred to the Prime Minister during that 
same visit by Secretary of State, Cyrus V'ance. GOI Report at 
29-017. App. at 500-563. 

18. Lewis Sept. 9 Ini. at 4. 

19. Lewis Sept. 9 Int. at 1 1. 

20. GOI Report at 2-3 (24017). See App. at 500-563. 

21. Department of State, Iran Working Group, SITREP 449, 
(Sept. 28, 1980). See App. at 865-866. 

22. Id. 

23. United Slates Department of Slate. Cable from Tel Aviv 
17821 (Sept. 30, 1980). See App. at 867-868. 

24. Id. 

25. United States Embassy Tel Aviv, Cable 19272 (Oct. 22. 
1980). See App. at 869-871. 

26. GOI Report at 3 (24018). See App. at 500-563. 

27. Lewis Sept. 10 Int. at 1-2. 

28. Id. 

29. United States Embassy Tel Aviv, Cable 19272 Oct. 22, 
1980. See App. at 869-871. 

30. Id. 

31. United Slates Department of Stale, Cable to Tel Aviv. 
Cable 01 1029 (Oct. 22, 1980). 

32. Israel had no desire to break with the United States. To the 
contrary, the Israelis reiterated they were trying to be helpful. 
United States Embassy Tel Aviv Cable 19351 (Oct. 23, 1980). See 
App. at 872-874. 

33. The transfers of the F-4 tires on Oct. 22, 1980 fueled the 
October Surprise allegations of a secret arms deal because of 
their proximity to the alleged Casey-Karrubi meeting in Paris in 
late October of 1980. This issue is treated in great detail later in 
this section of the report. 

34. It remains unclear who within Israel authorized the first 
shipment. Some have speculated that it may have been the mili- 
tary without the Prime Minister’s actual approval. Lewis Sept. 10 
Int. at 4. 

35. United States Embassy Tel Aviv, Cable 19609 (Oct. 27. 
1980). See App. at 875-877. 

36. Id. 

37. Id. 



38. As noied. Ambassador Lewis testified that after dealing 
with Prime Minister Begin over a significant period of time, 
Lewis was convinced that Prime Minister Begin believed that it 
was in the best interests of the United States and Israel to allow 
Israel to sell arms to Iran. Begin had no ulterior motive. Howev- 
er. Prime Minister Begin did not fully appreciate the harm such 
arms dealing might have on the ongoing hostage release negotia- 
tions should the transactions become known in Tehran. Deputy 
Secretary Christopher echoed this concern. He was of the defi- 
nite opinion that arms trafficking between Israel and Tehran 
could only jeopardize United States-Iranian hostage negotiations. 
Wliile this position was clearly articulated to Israel. Christopher 
also sent a cable, discussed below, through Lewis to the Israelis 
that once the hostages were released any decision to supply Is- 
raeli arms to Iran was up to Israel. United States Department of 
Slate Cable to Tel Aviv, 287999, Oct. 28. 1980 (Task Force Bates 
stamp No. A25844). This point was emphasized by Embassy per- 
sonnel in conversations with Prime Minister Begin in the days 
following the Christopher cable. 

39. United States Embassy Tel Aviv. Cable 19609 (October 27. 
1980). SrfApp. at S7b-S77. 

40. United States Department of State Cable to Tel Aviv, 
287999 (Oct. 28. 1980). See App. at 878-879. 

41. Deposition of former Deputy Secretary of Stale Warren 
Christopher (Dec. 2. 1992) at 40-41. 

42. United Stales Embassy Tel Aviv, Cable 20265 (Nov. 6. 

1980). See App. at 880-881. 

43. Id. 

44. Id. 

45. Id 

46. GOI Report at 6 See App. at 500-563. 

47. See, e.g.. United States Embassy Tel Aviv, Nov. 12, 1980, 
reviewed by the Task Force at the Carter Library on Nov. 8. 
1992. 

48. United States Embassy Tel Aviv, Cable 22257 (Dec. 12, 

1980) . See App. at 882-883. 

49. Id. 

50. Nicholas Veliotes Interview (May 6, 1992) at 1. 

51. Lewis Sept. 10 Int. at 6-7. According to Ambassador Lewis, 
a “high Israeli foreign ministry official told me that we should 
expect an approach on this issue soon.” Id. at 6. 

52. United States Embassy Tel Aviv, Cable 01499 (Jan. 28, 

1981) . 

53. United States Department of State, Cable to Tel Aviv, 
Cable 28467 (Feb. 4, 1981). See App. at 884-885. 

54. United States Embassy Tel Aviv 1950 (Feb. 4, 1981). See 
App. at 886-887. 

55. GOI Report at 8 (24023) See App. at 500-563. 

56. United Sutes Embassy Tel Aviv, Cable 1950 (Feb. 4, 
1980). See App. at 886-887. 

57. Secretary Alexander Haig Deposition (Dec. 4, 1992) at 
16-17 (hereinafter “Haig Dep.”). 

58. Lewis Sept. 10 Int. at 9-10. 

59. GOI Report at 8-9 (24023-24024). See App. at 500-563. 

60. Id at 10 (24025). 

61. United States Department of Stale to Tel Aviv, Cable 
39737 (Feb. 27, 1981). See App. at 888-895. 

62. GOI Report at 9 (24024). See App. at 500-563. 

63. Haig Dep. at 1 1-20. 

64. Lewis Sept. 10 Int. at 5-6. 

65. Veliotes Dep. at 13-14. 

66. Lewis Sept. 10 Int. at 10-11. 

67. Tlie analysis of the SIG is set out in SIG Memorandum No. 
2, Department of State (July 13, 1981). The objection of the 
Joints Chiefs of Staff are set forth in a Memorandum from LTG 
Paul E. Gorman to Mr. L. Paul Bremer, III, Special Assistant to 
the Secretary of State (Sept. 1981). See App. at 896. 

68. GOI Report at lO-1 1 (24025-24026). 


69. Memorandum prepared by David Satterfield from Richard 
W. Murphy to Secretary of Slate (Nov, 21, 1986) at 2 (hereinafter 
“Satterfield Memorandum”). See App. at 897-903. 

70. David Satterfield Deposition, (Oct. 16, 1992) at 11 (herein- 
after “Satterfield Dep.”). 

71. GOI Report at 1 1 (24026). See App. at 500-563. 

72. United Slates Embassy Tel Aviv, Cable 16890 (Nov. 4, 

1981) . See App. at 904-905. 

73. Id 

74. United States Department of Stale, Cable illegible (Nov. 
17. 1981). App. at 906. 

75. Id 

76. Satterfield Dep. at 12. 

77. Id. at 12; Satterfield Memorandum at 2. 

78. Satterfield Dep. at 12; Satterfield Memorandum at 2. 

79. GOI Report at 12-13 (24027-24028). 

80. Lewis Sept. 10 Int. at 1 1. 

81. Satterfield Dep. at 13. 

82. Id. at 14. 

83. GOI Report at 11-12 (24026-24027). 

84. Satterfield Dep. at 14, 16. 

85. Id. at 14-19. 

86. Id. at 27. Satterfield Memorandum at 2. 

87. Satterfield Memorandum at 2. 

88. Id 

89. See, e.g.. Memo from Secretary' Haig to Ambassador Lewis 
(Feb. 1982). See App. at 907-910. 

90. Satterfield Dep. at 27-28. 

91. Satterfield Memorandum at 2. Nyhan, David, Israel Plan 
Was Aimed at Toppling Khomeini, Boston Globe, Oct. 21, 1982 at 1; 
and Nyhan, David, Israeli Disputes Globe Story, Boston Globe, Oct. 
23, 1982, at 1. 

92. See Department of State Cable #12065 (Mar. 10, 1982). 
See App. at 1022-1023. 

93. Id 

94. According to Satterfield, Lewis did not deliver the instruc- 
tion, in part due to the tensions created by the Israeli withdrawal 
from the Sinai. Satterfield Dep. at 29. 

95. United States Department of State, Cable 118546 (May 1, 

1982) . See App. at 911. 

96. United States Embassy Tel Aviv, Cable illegible (May 6, 

1982). See App. at 912-913. Satterfield Dep. at 29. 

97. United States Embassy Tel Aviv, Cable 06852 (May 7, 
1982); See App. at 914. Satterfield Dep. at 30. By this statement, 
it was understood that that which was shipped with United States 
approval was the Israeli origin equipment which was sent on the 
basis of the misunderstood communication delivered in February, 
1981. 

98. United States Embassy Tel Aviv, Cable 06852 (May 7, 
1982). See App. at 914. 

99. Satterfield Memorandum at 3. 

100. United Slates Embassy Tel Aviv, Cable 06852 (May 31, 
1982). See App. at 914. 

101. Satterfield Memorandum at 3; Satterfield Dep. at 33, 35. 

102 GOI Report at 14-15 (24029-24030). 

103. Satterfield Dep., Oct. 16, 1992, at 44-45. 

104. This figure is derived from compiling intelligence assess- 
ments made at that time. It is a rough approximation. 

105. Veliotes dep. at 40. Throughout the Iran-Iraq war, the 
American intelligence community closely monitored the military 
situation and efforts by Iran to secure arms. In investigating the 
October Surprise allegations, the Task Force examined intelli- 
gence data and interviewed intelligence officers to determine 
whether FMS or United States-origin arms appeared on the bat- 
tlefields in quantities that would have lent credence to the allega- 
tions that American arms were sold to Iran during the 1980-1983 
period to fulfill an October Surprise deal. After examining these 
materials, the Task Force determined that there is no evidence 



that American arms appeared on the battlefield. United States in- 
telligence sources indicated that Iran was purchasing approxi- 
mately $2 billion in arms per year during this period, an insignifi- 
cant amount given the intensity of the conflict. Tlie vast majority 
of those arms were purchased from communist-bloc countries 
such as North Korea and V^ieinam. Tliere is no evidence to indi- 
cate that any FMS or United States-origin arms were purchased 
by Iran in any quantities as to support the October Surprise alle- 
gations. 

106. Satterfield Dep. at 37. 

107. Id. at 44-45. 

108. The COI Report reflects that Israel shipped approximate- 
ly $103 million of military' equipment to Iran between 1980 and 
1982. United States intelligence agencies report in excess of $180 
million in military and military-related supplies were shipped 
from Israel to Iran during the 1980-1983 time period. 

109. The countries identified were: Argentina. Austria. Bel- 
gium. British West Indies, China, Cyprus. England, France. 
Greece, Holland, Hong Kong. Israel. Italy, Kuwait. Libya, Moroc- 
co, Nigeria, North Korea, Pakistan. Portugal, South Korea. Soviet 
Union, Spain, Switzerland, Syria, Taiwan, Turkey, United States, 
W. Germany. 

1 10. These documents consisted primarily of conflicting and 
uncorroborated raw cable traffic involving allegations of an arms 
relationship between the two countries. Nothing conclusive was 
ever established on this point according to the cable traffic re- 
viewed by the Task Force. Most of the traffic can be accurately 
characterized as rumor or hearsay reports. 

111. Most of the DOD cable traffic pertaining to Israeli military 
assistance to Iran was at best inconclusive. 

112. Indeed, this position was so strongly felt by some in the 
upper echelons of DOD that there were memos circulated urging 
support for Iraq in the Iran-Iraq war. DOD Memorandum (May 
25, 1984. See App. at 915. 

1 13. Roger Faulques was deposed, under oath, in Nice, France 
on Aug. 22. 1992. 

114. Deposition of Roger Faulques (Aug. 22, 1992) at 1-2 
(hereinafter “Faulques Dep.”). 

115. Id. at 3-5. 

1 16. Id at 5-6. 

1 17. Sick. G.. October Surprise at 110. 

118. Alain De Marolles likewise stated that he had never met 
Faulques. He also stated that he has never had a home near Bor- 
deaux. De Marolles Interview (Aug. 28, 1992) at 1. 

1 19. Faulques Dep. at 8. 

120. Id at 10. 

121. Gaudinat was interviewed in Marseilles, France on Nov. 
21, 1992. 

122. Pierre Gaudinat Interview (Nov. 21, 1992) at 1 (herein- 
after “Gaudinat Int.”). 

123. Id at 3-4. 

124. Id at 5. 

125. DeLoreilhe is deceased. Task Force Counsel interviewed 
his son and his father’s attorney, Mr. LaFon. Neither had any in- 
formation to add regarding DeLoreilhe and SETI involvement in 
these events not previously known to the Task Force. Pierre Yves 
DeLoreilhe Interview (Oct. 5, 1992) at 2. 

126. Gaudinat stated that no Americans were at the meeting. 
“No, quite impossible.” Gaudinat Int. at 13. 

127. Id at 6-9. 

128. Gaudinat advised that this was, in large measure, the 
reason Faulques refused to participate in the meeting. Faulques, 
according to Gaudinat, believed that the project was destined to 
fail. Gaudinat Int. at 13. 

129. By virtue of his Air France connections and his stature as 
a reserve forces paratrooper, Gaudinat had many contacts within 
the French Defense Ministry. 

130. Gaudinat Int. at 8. 

131. Id at 8. 


132. Id at 11. 

133. Id at 12. 

134. Id at 14. 

135. Id at 17. 

136. Id. at 19. 

137. Id. at 20. 

138. Id. at 23-24. 

139. Id at 23. 

140. As discussed earlier, Israel advised the United States of 
this tire deal shortly after the completion of the delivery. 

141. /</. at 29-30. 

142. Jacques Montanes was interviewed under oath on Sept. 
23. 1992 in Paris, France. 

143. Jacques Montanes Interview (Sept. 23. 1992) at 1 (herein- 
after “Montanes Int.”). 

144. Arranging for transportation meant finding the proper 
aircraft with the correct payload, range, etc. . . . Montanes Int. 
at 6. 

145. According to a memo prepared by Montanes upon his 
return to France that detailed this deal (hereinafter Montanes 
Memo), the British name for this operation was Pharaoh because 
the engines SICAM was to receive were to have come from the 
Egy ptian Ministry of Defense. Montanes’ memo, translated by the 
Library of Congress’ Congressional Research Service at 8 (here- 
inafter “Montanes Memo.”). App. at 916-933. 

146. Montanes Memo, at 8. 

147. Montanes Memo, at 9. 

148. The other equipment included: M60 spare parts brought 
by truck and supplied by the DSDP in Milan; a sample M48 
engine; PRC77 batteries for radios bought in Spain from Tudor; 
and one J60 Scorpio engine. Montanes Memo, at 9. 

149. DeLoreilhe managed to leave Iran after four months and 
a 4-5 million franc ($150,000) payment to the Iranians to buy 
out his part of the contract. Montanes. unable to raise that 
amount of money, remained in Iran for nine months until the 
terms of the deal were eventually fulfilled. Montanes exited Iran 
in June. 1981. Montanes Int. at 9 and 12. 

150. Tlie original supplier of the engines was a company by 
the name of SICAM. SICAM was said to have arranged to obtain 
the Scorpio engines by diverting them from the Egyptian Minis- 
try of Defense. When SICAM couldn’t immediately fulfill the 
terms of the contract an additional arms dealer was brought in. 
Horst Van Hajik, to complete the terms of the original contract. 
Ultimately. SICAM and Von Hajik working in concert with an- 
other arms dealer, Ian Smalley, were able to fulfill the terms of 
the contract in May, 1981. Montanes Memo, at 6. 

151. The Montanes memo indicated that V^on Hajik was able to 
obtain the engines with the “assistance” of a Mr. Lee at the Brit- 
ish Defense Ministry. Montanes Memo, at 10. 

152. Montanes Int. at 26. 

153. Montanes Int. at 26-27. 

154. Id. at 29. 

155. Monunes Int. at 29-30. 

156. Heidari was interviewed on Sept. 28, 1992 in Cannes, 
France and again on Nov. 19, 1992 in Paris (hereinafter “Hei- 
dari” Sept. 28 Int. or “Heidari Nov. 19 Int.”). 

157. Heidari was vague on the dates of this contact. Heidari 
Sept. 28 Int. at 1. 

158. Heidari Sept. 28 Int. at 1. 

159. Count de Marenches denied any such contact with Hei- 
dari. Indeed, he denied ever meeting or speaking to Heidari in 
his life, de Marenches Int. at 1 . 

160. Heidari Oct. 14 Int. at 2. 

161. Heidari Sept. 28 Int. at 2. 

162. Heidari breaks down his dealings with SETI into two dis- 
tinct components, whereas Montanes sees this as one singular 
deal with two parts — a distinction with no substantive signifi- 
cance. 


163. De Lx)reilhe and Monianes wanted to leave Iran when it 
became apparent to them they would be unable to deliver the 
tank engines. The Iranian government refused to permit their 
exit unless they reimbursed Iran for their profit on the sale of the 
batteries, tires, and spare parts. De Loreilhe provided a guaran- 
tee to the central Bank of Iran, through Banc Pays Pas, in an un- 
known amount. He then left the country. Montanes had insuffi- 
cient resources to post a similar surety. The Iranians refused to 
permit Montanes to leave. Another reason they did so was to 
assure the bank guarantee provided by DeLoreilhe was sufficient, 
in view of the fact it was not supported by money but by shares 
in a corporation. 

DeLoreilhe sought to meet with Heidari after he returned to 
Paris from Tehran. DeLoreilhe came to a meeting with three 
body guards and demanded the $100,000 guarantee he was 
forced to post in Tehran in order to return to France. Heidari 
refused to compensate him. A fight erupted between DeLor- 
eilhe’s body guards and Heidari’s men which included shooting, 
police response and news coverage. Heidari Int. at 2. 

164. Id. at 2. 

165. Id at 5. Iran purchased one M-60 Tank from Spain ac- 
cording to Heidari and did not acquire American made equip- 
ment from any other country. Id. 

166. Id. at 4. See discussion, supra, for Heidari’s comments on 
secret meetings in Europe regarding the hostages. 

167. Id. at 6. 

168. See, e.g., the telex introducing SETI representatives to 
French military' personnel dated Oct. 18, 1980. This telex was 
shown to the personal assistant of General Lacaze. He, in turn, 
showed it to the General, who denied having received it or any 
knowledge of its contents. Interview with Charles Sebe, Assistant 
to General Lacaze (Sept. 25, 1992) at 1. The telex itself is at- 
tached at App. at 934-935. 

169. See G. Sick, October Surprise at 110. 

170. GOI Report at 20 (24-027). See App. at 500-563. 

171. See Testimony of Faulques, Gaudinat, Heidari and Mon- 
tanes set forth above and the sworn statements of Ambassador 
Samuel Lewis in which he noted that he thought that it would 
have been antithetical to Begin’s nature to have engaged in such 
treachery and far too dangerous a gambit for too little return. He 
concluded that it would “be politically devastating to Israel’s in- 
terests in the United States, to its support in Congress, it’s whole 
basis as an American ally could be destroyed if Begin were found 
to be conspiring with the Republicans to influence our election.” 
Lewis Int. at 10-11. 

172. See Sick, October Surprise at 197-203. 

173. Deposition of William Herrmann (Nov. 10, 1992) at 65 
(hereinafter “Herrmann Dep.”). 

174. Id at 65. 

175. Armand Donay is a well documented arms trafficker who 
IS widely known throughout the arms trading community. Task 


Force counsel sought to locate and interview him. but were not 
able to locate him in Liege or elsewhere. 

176. Id. at 66. 

177. Id. at 67. 

178. Herrmann Dep. at 68-69. 

179. Id at 73. 

180. Id. at 73-75. 

181. /d at 79-80. 

182. Id. at 80. Herrmann provided no information as to who 
these “others" may have been. 

183. Herrmann Dep. at 81-82. 

184. Indictment. U.S. v. Evans. No. SSSS 86 Cr. 384 (LBS) 
(1986). See App. at 936-974. 

185. A civil lawsuit brought for commissions alleged to be 
owed the plaintiffs for their work for the United States Customs 
Service. See App. at 975-978. 

186. V.S. v. Richard Brenneke, Cr. No. 89-198 (D.Or. April 27, 
1990) at 329-330. See App. at 979-980. 

187. Id. at 336. 

188. Brenneke Calendar. 1987, page dated 5/20/87. See App. 
at 981. 

189. GOI Report at 24-046. In the GOI interview conducted 
of William Northrop at the request of the Task Force, Northrop 
states the following: (1) he never served in the Israeli Defense 
Forces, therefore any reports regarding his senior military rank is 
incorrect; (2) as far as is known to him, Israel was not involved in 
the subject of the October Surprise. Israel’s name was brought 
into the matter by Ari Ben-Menashe. Ben-Menashe contacted 
Northrop but he did not see fit to meet with him. Northrop re- 
fused to meet with Ben-Menashe because he doubted the truth- 
fulness of his version of the events; (3) he knows the names Ian 
Smalley and Andreas Jenni but has never met either of them; and 
(4) he was not connected during the 1980-1982 time period with 
any Israeli activity relating to the October Surprise allegations. 

190. In the GOI Report at page 24033, Israel states that 
dunng the month of March, 1981 it sold $1.2 million worth of 
106 mm recoilless rifles to Iran. Nothing else was shipped in 
March. 1981. 

191. G. Sick, October Surprise at 202-203. 

192. Arif Durrani Deposition (Sept. 30, 1992) at 101. 

193. Id. at 102. 

194. Id. at 104. 

195. Id. at 107. 

196. Id. at 106. 

197. The Task Force found no reason whatsoever to doubt this 
assessment from its review of the Defense and Slate Department 
documents summarized in this chapter. 

198. In September, 1980 Iraq invaded Iran, selling off a des- 
perate search for military equipment and spare parts by the Irani- 
an government. 



XL Actions Taken To Keep Alleged 
Actions From Being Revealed To The 

American People 


H. Res. 258 Section 1(e): Any ac- 
tions taken to keep communications or 
actions described above, if any such 
communications or actions took place, 
from being revealed to the Govern- 
ment of the United States or the 
American people. 

The only October Surprise related allega- 
tions that could be covered by this section of 
the mandate are those concerning several gov- 
ernmental actions by the Reagan administration 
regarding Cyrus Hashemi. It has been alleged 
that these actions were taken either to compen- 
sate Hashemi for his role in assisting the 
Reagan campaign in delaying the release of the 
hostages or as part of a “cover up“ designed to 
prevent him from revealing the role of key 
Reagan officials in such a delay. These allega- 
tions concern the termination of the FBI elec- 
tronic surveillance of Hashemi and the report- 
ed “tip off’ that he was about to be indicted 
for arms traflicking which led him to stay 
abroad to avoid arrest by U.S. officials. It has 
also been alleged that Hashemi ’s death was 
caused by a wide variety of people or groups 
including agents of the United States govern- 
ment. The Task Force has investigated these 
incidents and finds no credible evidence to 
support those claims. 

A. Termination of the FISA 
Surveillance 

It has been suggested that electronic surveil- 
lance of Cyrus Hashemi by the FBI was prema- 
turely terminated by the Reagan administration 
to prevent Hashemi’s assistance to the Reagan 


campaign in delaying the release of the hos- 
tages from becoming known by “killing the 
case” against him.^ The Task Force has re- 
viewed FBI, CIA, and Department of State files 
regarding the termination of the surveillance 
and determined that discontinuation of the sur- 
veillance was sought prior to the Reagan Ad- 
ministration taking office and for reasons unre- 
lated to any assistance in delaying the release 
of the hostages. 

The surveillance of Cyrus Hashemi was au- 
thorized under the Foreign Intelligence Surveil- 
lance Act (FISA) for purposes of investigating 
Cyrus Hashemi’s role in Iranian intelligence ac- 
tivities and the assassination of Ali Akbar Taba- 
tabai, a former Iranian diplomat.^ In November 
1980, the New York office of the FBI recom- 
mended to the FBI Director that the electronic 
surveillance of Cyrus Hashemi be discontinued 
because it had not yielded any evidence of Ha- 
shemi’s involvement in the assassination.^ In 
addition, the New York office was concerned 
that the surveillance was draining resources 
and manpower.^ 

Although the FISA had not revealed any evi- 
dence related to the assassination, it had re- 
vealed that Hashemi was engaged in other for- 
eign intelligence activities, particularly military 
spare parts procurement on behalf of Iran.® In 
addition, the government had developed an in- 
terest in assessing Hashemi’s motives and 
truthfulness in his actions as an intermediary 
with the Khomeini government to facilitate the 
release of the hostages.® On the basis of this in- 
formation, the FBI sought and received a 90- 
day extension of the authority for the FISA sur- 
veillance on November 23, 1980.^ 



On January 22, 1981, two days after the hos- 
tages were released, the FBI New York office 
again requested authority from the FBI Direc- 
tor to discontinue the surveillance because it 
believed that, in light of the release of the hos- 
tages, no further investigative purpose would 
be served by continuing the surveillance.® FBI 
headquarters surveyed the relevant executive 
branch agencies to seek their concurrence on 
this decision and found no objection.® The Di- 
rector responded to the New York office with 
the direction that the FISA surveillance should 
be discontinued.^® The surveillance was discon- 
tinued on February 12, 1981, 11 days prior to 
expiration of its scheduled expiration on Feb- 
ruary 23, 1981. 

The documentation reveals that the surveil- 
lance was terminated because the hostages had 
been returned and would likely have been ter- 
minated earlier had it not been for Hashemi’s 
role as an intermediary between the United 
States and Khomeini governments. In addition, 
it is clear that the termination was initiated 
before the Reagan Administration had any 
meaningful bureaucratic control over investiga- 
tive decisions within the FBI, Department of 
State or CIA. In particular, the Task Force be- 
lieves it is significant that termination process 
was initiated only two days after President 
Reagan was sworn in as President and 5 days 
before William Casey became Director of Cen- 
tral Intelligence. More importantly, there is no 
evidence to indicate that the termination of the 
FISA was in any way related to Casey or any al- 
leged activities of the Reagan campaign to 
delay the release of the hostages. Rather, the 
decision was based on legal and law enforce- 
ment considerations having nothing to do with 
Reagan administration efforts to “kill the case” 
against Hashemi. 

B. The AUeged **Tip Off’ 
which Enabled Cyrus 
Hashemi to Evade Process in . 
a Foreign Country 

During the course of the FBI surveillance, 
the FBI learned that Hashemi and his associ- 
ates were conducting arms sales to Iran in vio- 
lation of the arms embargo. The FBI notified 


the United States Customs Service, which has 
law enforcement jurisdiction over illegal arms 
sales, that it had developed evidence of crimi- 
nal conduct by Cyrus Hashemi, Jamshid Ha- 
shemi, Reza Hashemi and others.'^ Because of 
Hashemi’s assistance to the State Department 
in attempting to facilitate the release of the 
hostages, it was agreed that no active investiga- 
tion would be initiated until after the hostages 
were released.'^ 

Following an investigation by the FBI and 
the United States Customs Service, a sealed in- 
dictment alleging that the Hashemis and their 
associates engaged in illegal arms sales to Iran 
was returned against Cyrus Hashemi and his 
arrest scheduled for May 16, 1984, on which 
date he was scheduled to arrive back in the 
United States from London. Hashemi, however, 
did not return to the United States as sched- 
uled.^® 

Hashemi and his counsel were aware that a 
grand jury investigation was being conducted 
and his counsel had requested an opportunity 
to present their version of events to the De- 
partment of Justice. The Criminal Division of 
the Department of Justice would not discuss 
the case with Hashemi’s counsel at that time, 
but promised that they would give them an op- 
portunity to be heard before any indictments 
were returned.'®’^® Apparently, when his attor- 
neys received an invitation to meet with De- 
partment of Justice officials several months 
later, Hashemi interpreted it as a sign that the 
indictment was imminent and chose to stay 
abroad. CIA dfidals testified to the Task 
Force that they had no knowledge of anyone in 
the CIA “tipping off’ Hashemi.^® 

Cyrus Hashemi’s wife also testified to the 
Task Force that, after she learned that her 
brother-in-law Reza Hashemi had been arrest- 
ed, she warned her husband by telephone not 
to return to the United States.^®*®® 

The Task Force has found no evidence to in- 
dicate that Cyrus Hashemi received notice of 
an anticipated indictment other than from his 
attorney or that the notice provided to his at- 
torney was unusual. 


C. Efforts to Dismiss the 
Case Against Hashemi 


1. Gray Mail Efforts by Hashemi’s 
Counsel 

Once they learned that Cyrus Hashemi was 
under investigation, he and his counsel at- 
tempted to convince the government to drop 
the case against him in order to prevent him 
from revealing classified information presum- 
ably related to his activities CIA activities in 
1979 and 1980 to support Iranian presidential 
candidate Madani.^^’^^ 

On January 26, 1982, CIA officials, upon 
consultation with Director Casey, concluded 
that the agency would not object to the pros- 
ecution of Hashemi even at the risk of exposing 
the agency role in supporting Madani.^^ Shortly 
thereafter, however, the State Department indi- 
cated that it would object to the prosecution 
because of the risk that the Madani operation 
and Cyrus Hashemi’s role as an unoflicial chan- 
nel during the 1980 hostage crisis would be 
disclosed. On January 28, 1982, officials of 
the Department of Justice, Department of State 
and the CIA met to discuss their various posi- 
tions regarding the prosecution of Hashemi.^® 
At that meeting, the CIA reiterated its position 
but stated that it would not oppose the State 
Department’s decision to oppose the prosecu- 
tion.^® 

Throughout this period and for the next two 
years, the Department of Justice actively debat- 
ed the legal intricacies of using evidence gath- 
ered in a Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act 
intercept for a criminal prosecution. Since this 
was one of the first times this legal issue arose, 
there was no precedent to guide them. Mean- 
while the United States Attorneys Office for the 
Southern District of New York continued to 
prepare its case without interruption. 

In February 1984, one of Cyrus Hashemi’s 
attorneys, Elliott Richardson, requested a meet- 
ing with CIA officials in efforts to persuade 
them to intercede to prevent the prosecution of 
Hashemi. At the meeting, Richardson out- 
lined Hashemi’s activities to assist in the elec- 
tion efforts of Madani.^® Richardson also stated 
that the State Department had been aware of 
Hashemi’s “technical” violations of the arms 
embargo but had informed Hashemi that any 


Department of Justice investigation had been 
discontinued.®® Richardson claimed that be- 
cause Hashemi was very wealthy and only made 
a small profit on the arms transactions, the ob- 
vious conclusion was that he had engaged in 
the arms transactions to maintain his pattern of 
good relations with the Iranians in order to fa- 
cilitate his CIA activities.®^ Richardson stated 
that Hashemi would be forced to reveal the full 
extent of that CIA relationship in order to 
present a complete defense.®® 

At the meeting, Richardson implied that Ha- 
shemi had a limited previous relationship with 
William Casey which involved the purchase of a 
building in 1979, but did not mention or allude 
that Cyrus Hashemi had a relationship with 
Casey related to the 1980 hostage situation.®® 
Lee Strickland, a CIA official who attended the 
meeting recalls that it was made clear to Mr. 
Richardson at the conclusion of the meeting 
that the agency would not interfere with the 
prosecution.®^ 

Following the meeting, the CIA officials met 
and decided that the agency would not inter- 
fere in the prosecution of Hashemi.®® Casey 
was aware of and agreed with the decision that 
the CIA would not assist Hashemi.®® CIA offi- 
cials informed the Department of Justice that 
they would take no action to interfere with the 
ongoing prosecution.®^ 

At no time during the course of his efforts to 
graymail the government did Hashemi or his 
counsel mention that he could reveal that he 
had participated in a secret deal with William 
Casey to delay the release of the hostages.®® 
The Task Force has found the testimony of the 
CIA and DOJ personnel to be credible and 
fully consistent with contemporaneous docu- 
mentary evidence that the CIA and William 
Casey, in particular, did not intercede to assist 
Hashemi and, in fact, declined to do so when 
given an opportunity by the Department of Jus- 
tice. 

2. Efforts to Dismiss the Case 
Against Hashemi in Exchange for 
Future Assistance to the CIA 

In October 1983, John Shaheen approached 
Director Casey and suggested that the CIA uti- 
lize the services of Cyrus Hashemi to provide 
future assistance to the CIA.®® Shaheen claimed 


that he was unaware that Hashemi was under 
investigation by federal law enforcement agen- 
cies at the time.^ The CIA notified the FBI of 
Shaheen’s inquiries and, in March 1984, the 
FBI interviewed Shaheen and asked him, 
among other things, about his contacts with 
Hashemi and Casey. Shaheen continued to 
make contact with the CIA to encourage them 
to utilize Hashemi but was eventually informed 
that Hashemi was “off limits.” 

On March 2, 1984, Elliott Richardson called 
the CIA Chief of the Near East Division and re- 
lated that he had spoken with William Casey to 
inquire whether the agency would be interested 
in utilizing Cyrus Hashemi in the future. The 
Near East Chief stated that he would not turn 
away any information which would be of use to 
the United States. However, the CIA official 
stated that there would not be any “quid pro 
quo” for any future assistance but they would 
let the “matter run its course.” 

On June 14, 1984, Casey met with his gener- 
al counsel Stanley Sporkin and other CIA offi- 
cials to discuss a telephone call that Casey had 
received from Shaheen in which Shaheen told 
Casey that Hashemi had called from London to 
say that he had information on Iran to pass on 
to the CIA.^ At this meeting it was decided by 
Director Casey that the agency would not re- 
ceive information from or be in contact with 
Hashemi because of the fact that he remained 
outside the United States to evade the indict- 
ment pending against him.^^ In the presence of 
General Counsel Sporkin and the other senior 
officials. Director Casey called Shaheen and in- 
formed him that the agency wanted nothing to 
do with the Hashemis.^® A few minutes later, 
Shaheen called Casey back to apparently assure 
Casey that he, Shaheen, had not mentioned the 
Director’s name to Hashemi. Casey, in the 
presence of General Counsel Sporkin, told Sha- 
heen that he did not care if Shaheen had men- 
tioned Casey’s name, but that he did not want 
the agency involved in the Hashemi brothers’ 
problems with the Department of Justice and 
did not want to discuss the matter further.^® 

Although he had previously been told that 
Hashemi was “off limits” and would not be 
used by the CIA to provide assistance, CIA 
documents indicated that John Shaheen again 
called the CIA Deputy Near East Division Chief 
on July 13, 1985.®° On that occasion, Shaheen 
apparently proposed that Hashemi could assist 


the CIA in efforts to facilitate the release of the 
American hostages then being held in Leba- 
non.®^ At that point, Hashemi had apparently 
provided the CIA helpful information regard- 
ing kidnapped CIA officer William Buckley and 
certain other American hostages in Lebanon.®^ 

Documents recording the July 1985 contact 
by Shaheen indicate that Hashemi, in connec- 
tion with the State Department, had agreed to 
set up a meeting between West German and 
Iranian officials in connection with the Leba- 
nese hostages but did not want to do so with- 
out assurances that his criminal case would be 
dismissed.®® The CIA took the position that no 
discussion of intervention in Hashemi’s legal 
problems would take place until after the meet- 
ing took place in West Germany.®^ This posi- 
tion was repeated to Hashemi’s counsel, Elliot 
Richardson, on the following day.®® Subse- 
quently, Richardson telephoned Casey directly 
for greater assurances. Casey declined to speak 
with Richardson directly and instructed the call 
be returned by the Deputy Chief of the Near 
East Division who informed Richardson that 
the CIA’s position had not changed.®® Hashemi 
apparently agreed to set up the meeting with- 
out receiving prior assurances of CIA interven- 
tion on his behalf.®’ 

3. Hashemi’s Assistance to the 
Customs Service 

In late 1985, the Customs Service sought to 
use Cyrus Hashemi, who was still living outside 
the United States, as an undercover operative.®® 
The Customs Service used Hashemi to pursue 
arms dealers who were violating United States 
law both here and overseas. In April 1986, the 
United States Attorney’s Office for the South- 
ern District of New York and the Customs 
Service announced the indictment of 17 arms 
traffickers who were referred to as the “Mer- 
chants of Death.” ®® 

The previous month, on March 26, 1986, 
Hashemi had returned to the United States and 
entered a “Not Guilty” plea in the pending 
case against him and was released on bond. 
Cyrus Hashemi died before he could be 
brought to trial. 

Because the Customs Service refused to pro- 
vide the Task Force access to its files on the 
Hashemi assistance in the “Merchants of 
Death” case, it is somewhat unclear to what 



extent they assisted him with his pending case 
or what the course of the prosecution might 
have been had Cyrus Hashemi lived. However, 
it is, nevertheless, clear that while Hashemi did 
assist the Customs Service in an undercover ca- 
pacity, there is no evidence that he obtained 
any special treatment in the handling of his 
case. 

D. Death of Cyrus Hashemi 

One of the recurring areas of speculation in 
the “October Surprise” story concerns the 
death of Cyrus Hashemi in July 1986. Hashemi 
died in London after a very brief hospitaliza- 
tion from acute myeloblastic leukemia. Because 
of his role as an informant in a 1985-1986 
United Stales Customs arms “sting” operation 
and because of the assertions of his involve- 
ment in the “October Surprise” allegations, 
many questions were raised about his death. 
Houshang Lavi actually claimed that Hashemi 
had been assassinated by United States govern- 
ment agencies ^ — a charge that was thoroughly 
investigated by the United States Customs 
Service. Ari Ben-Menashe joined the claim by 
alleging that Special Agent Joseph King of the 
United States Customs Service was the last man 
to leave Hashemi’s London apartment.®^ 

In early 1987, Houshang Lavi began telling 
various news organizations that he believed 
Cyrus Hashemi’s death was the result of foul 
play and that Special Agent Joseph King of the 
United States Customs Service had made state- 
ments to Lavi indicating that United States 
Customs agents were either involved in, or 
knowledgeable about, the circumstances of Ha- 
shemi’s death. Lavi initially claimed that he had 
these conversations with Special Agent King on 
tape, but was unable to produce the tapes, later 
saying that he had, in fact, not recorded the 
conversations. 

On March 30, 1987 Lavi was interviewed 
under oath by Senior Special Agents of the 
United States Customs Service Office of Inter- 
nal Affairs at his home in Plainview, New York. 
Lavi explained to the agents about his back- 
ground with the United States Customs Service 
generally and his association with Special Agent 
King specifically. He said that he had provided 
Agent King with information concerning arms 
shipments in return for cash payments.®^ Lavi 
also told the agents that he was “expecting to 


receive $25,000” from King as a result of as- 
sistance he had provided, but had not received 
it.“ 

Lavi told the agents that he first met Cyrus 
Hashemi about a year or two earlier when 
Agent King called Lavi in Las Vegas and “told 
me that he needed me to come to New York. 
That’s the time that I met Dr. Hashemi.” He 
went on to state that he did not have any pri- 
vate conversation with Hashemi and was not 
aware of the relationship Hashemi had with 
Agent King.®^ 

Lavi told the Internal Affairs Agents that he 
was not alleging in any way that Agent King 
was responsible for the death of Hashemi, only 
that King had told him that.®® Lavi went on to 
explain to the Internal Affairs Agents his per- 
sonal opinion of Agent King as a “sleak” “am- 
bitious” agent who “uses you.” ®’ 

One of the Internal Affairs agents contacted 
Lavi again on June 26, 1987. He generally reit- 
erated his allegations and indicated that he 
would provide some proof the following week. 
That proof was never forthcoming. He also 
again reiterated his view that the United States 
Customs Service owed him $25,000 in connec- 
tion with his assistance to them.®® 

Special Agent King was interviewed by senior 
Special Agents of the Office of Internal Affairs 
on July 9, 1987. He indicated under oath that 
he had known Lavi for a number of years. 
Agent King indicated that he utilized Lavi for a 
“walk-on” role in an undercover capacity and 
that he introduced Lavi to Cyrus Hashemi, who 
was also cooperating in the investigation, in 
early 1986. King indicated that because of Ha- 
shemi’s role as a critical witness in the case of 
United States v. Samuel Evans , he (King) was 
concerned about the circumstances of Hashe- 
mi’s death. He indicated that after Hashemi 
died Lavi called Agent King expressing concern 
for his own safety and speculating that, if the 
death was not natural, suspects ranged from Is- 
raeli Intelligence, Iranian Intelligence, United 
States Intelligence, Adnan Khashoggi and Sam 
Evans. King told Lavi that if he was concerned 
about his safety. King would arrange for pro- 
tection. Lavi declined the offer. 

King concluded his interview by saying that 
he had no participation in or knowledge of the 
death of Cyrus Hashemi. 



On December 18, 1987, the United States 
Customs Service concluded its investigation by 
noting: 

This investigation has disclosed no 
information which tends to substanti- 
ate the allegation by Houshang Lavi 
that Special Agent Joseph King or any 
other Customs official was responsible 
for, or knowledgeable of any of the 
circumstances surrounding the death 
of Cyrus Hashemi.^® 

On June 5, 1992, the Task Force interviewed 
Dr. I.E. West at the United Medical and Dental 
Schools of Guy’s and St. Thomas’ Hospitals 
(University of London, Division of Forensic 
Medicine, Guy’s Hospital, London.) Dr. West is 
one of the most experienced and respected fo- 
rensic pathologists in the United Kingdom. 

Dr. West stated that he was asked to perform 
the autopsy because of the particular circum- 
stances surrounding Mr. Hashemi. Dr. West re- 
called being told that Hashemi was a major wit- 
ness for the prosecution in an arms smuggling 
case, that he felt particularly tired and weak 
after a tennis game, was admitted to Cromwell 
Hospital, and died within a week of acute mye- 
loblastic leukemia. 

Dr. West was particularly looking for any evi- 
dence of a suspicious nature surrounding the 
death. The autopsy was observed by two offi- 
cials of New Scotland Yard and a representative 
of the office of the United States Customs 
Service attache in London. 

Dr. West indicated that he found no evidence 
whatsoever that Hashemi’s death was from 
other than natural causes. He indicated that he 
was aware of no circumstances under which 
acute myeloblastic leukemia could be induced 
under the conditions present. He was also 
aware of no suggestion in any of the medical 
literature, nor from any conversations with col- 
leagues, that such a condition could be induced 
as was present in Mr. Hashemi. 

While he indicated that it was “incredulous” 
that an individual would not realize that he is 
ill, he indicated that it would manifest itself 
with a “malaise,” that the individual would 
become more tired more quickly.^' 

He explained the apparent speed with which 
Cyrus Hashemi died by noting that spontane- 
ous bleeding into the body is a characteristic of 
myeloblastic leukemia. It often becomes visible 


as bruises under the skin. In Hashemi’s case, 
he bled into his brain stem. It may have been 
the first significant bleeding that took place and 
was perhaps the worst place in the body to 
have that kind of bleeding occur. Dr. West indi- 
cated there were no drugs he was aware of that 
could induce this type of leukemia. In any case, 
for drugs to act with any measure of speed, ra- 
diation would likely be needed as an accelera- 
tor. He noted that there was no evidence of ra- 
diation. 

Dr. West was also specifically asked about re- 
ports that Hashemi had puncture marks on 
each of his elbows. He was referred to the sec- 
tion of his autopsy which noted “injection sites 
on both elbows with surrounding bruising.” Dr. 
West indicated that such injection sites were 
common on patients that had died following 
treatment in the hospital. He explained that the 
injection sites were on the inside of the elbow, 
not the back of the elbow and pointed to the 
crease on the front of the arms between the 
forearm and the upper arm. This was the site 
from which blood samples would be drawn or 
intravenous tubes inserted. Dr. West indicated 
that there had evidently been a misunderstand- 
ing by some that referred to injection marks on 
the back of the elbow, which was not the case. 

In sum. Dr. West indicated that if this were a 
successful method of assassination, one would 
likely see evidence of it. While a second case 
similar to Hashemi’s would be “fascinating,” a 
single case does not lead to the conclusion that 
Hashemi’s death was anything other than a nat- 
ural death. The Task Force has found no evi- 
dence to contradict Dr. West’s conclusion re- 
garding Hashemi’s death. 

E. Failure to Report the 
L^Enfant Plaza Meeting 

As previously noted the majority believes 
that the Republicans should have reported to 
the Carter administration their contact with the 
individual they met with at the L’Enfant Plaza 
Hotel in September, 1980 while the minority 
believes that under the particular circumstances 
of the meeting, no such notice was necessary. A 
full discussion of that issue appears in section 
VII, (F) and need not be repeated here. 
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XII. Joint Recommendations 


The Task Force is concerned that certain wit- 
nesses may have committed perjury during 
sworn testimony taken by Task Force staff. Per- 
jured testimony poses a significant challenge to 
the integrity of Congressional investigative au- 
thority. Congress faces tremendous difficulty 
carrying out its legislative mandate if individ- 
uals or organizations provide false testimony or 
seek to obstruct its operation. The Members of 
the Task Force were unanimous in their view 
that probity in the Congressional inquiry proc- 
ess requires the same probity of by witnesses. 
Consequently, under separate correspondence, 


the Chairman and Ranking Minority Member of 
the Task Force will transmit this report to the 
U.S. Department of Justice together with a joint 
recommendation that they consider a prosecu- 
tion of those individuals for perjury. Because 
the Task Force recognizes that the Department 
of Justice must evaluate referrals such as this 
against standards of evidentiary admissibility 
and the prosecution’s traditional burden of 
proof before deciding whether to proceed, we 
do not believe it would be appropriate to iden- 
tify publicly those individuals we believe per- 
jured themselves before the Task Force. 


XIII. Task Force Budget, Rules and 

Procedures 


A. Budget 

House Resolution 258 authorized the ex- 
penditure of funds to conduct the inquiry. The 
actual Task Force budget was approved with 
the passage of House Resolution 585 by the 
House on October 2, 1992. Majority and Mi- 
nority counsel conducted the investigation in 
the most economical manner possible, while at 
the same time maintaining the high standards 
of thoroughness required by the members of 
the Task Force. The Congress budgeted 1.35 
million dollars for the cost of the investigation. 

B. Staff 


The first order of business was the hiring of 
Majority and Minority counsel and their respec- 
tive staffs. E. Lawrence Barcella, Jr., was hired 
as Chief Counsel and Richard J. Leon was 
hired as Chief Minority Counsel. 

Chief Counsel, E. Lawrence 
Barcella, Jr. 

E. Lawrence Barcella, Jr. is presently a part- 
ner in the Washington office of Katten, 
Muchin, Zavis and Dombroff. His services were 
retained by the Task Force because of his expe- 
rience both as a federal prosecutor and a white- 
collar criminal defense counsel. Barcella served 
with the United States Attorneys Office in 
Washington, D.C. from 1970 to 1986, investi- 
gating and prosecuting scores of complex and 
sensitive cases. Many of these cases involved 
international arms trafficking, terrorism and 
fraud, all of which required substantial investi- 
gative as well as trial prowess. Since leaving the 
United States Attorneys Office, Barcella has 
represented a variety of national and interna- 


tional clients in complex criminal matters and 
internal investigations. 

Chief Minority Counsel, Richard 
J. Leon 

Richard J. Leon is a partner in the Washing- 
ton office of the law firm Baker 8c Hostetler, 
where he specializes in white-collar criminal de- 
fense and environmental litigation. Prior to en- 
tering private practice, Leon served in a variety 
of positions at the United States Department of 
Justice, including Deputy Assistant Attorney 
General for environmental enforcement, and as 
a senior prosecutor in the Tax Division’s Crimi- 
nal Section, where he investigated and pros- 
ecuted a series of cases of regional and national 
significance. In addition, Leon served in 1987 
as the Deputy Chief Minority Counsel to the 
United States House Select Iran-Contra Com- 
mittee. 

Messrs. Barcella and Leon were responsible 
for selecting a legal staff to support them in 
conducting the investigation and the writing of 
the report. 

1. Majority Staff 

Deputy Chief Majority Counsel, Michael 
F. Zeldin 

Before joining the Task Force, Michael 
Zeldin served as special counsel for money 
laundering in the Criminal Division of the 
United States Department of Justice. In this ca- 
pacity. Zeldin was responsible for coordinating 
multi-district litigation and international money 
laundering matters. Prior to assuming this post, 
Zeldin was the director of the Asset Forfeiture 
Office and deputy chief of the Narcotic and 
Dangerous Drug Section in the Criminal Divi- 


sion of the United States Department of Jus- 
tice. 

Associate Majority Counsel, Sotiris A. 

••Ted” Planzos 

Sotiris Planzos joined the Task Force after 
serving as a senior counsel in the Division of 
Enforcement of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission in Washington, D.C. Prior to his 
tenure at the S.E.C., Planzos served for six 
years as an assistant district attorney in Bronx 
County, New York, where he conducted investi- 
gations and prosecutions involving narcotics 
trafficking and white collar criminal matters. 
Planzos worked for the Task Force from March 
21, 1992 to September 19, 1992. 

Senior Associate Majority Counsel, 

Nancy Luque 

Nancy Luque is an attorney in the Washing- 
ton office of Katten, Muchin, Zavis and Dom- 
broff. She specializes in white collar criminal 
matters. Between 1979 and 1982, Luque served 
as a trial attorney in the United States Depart- 
ment of Justice, and from 1982 through 1989 
she was an assistant United States attorney for 
the District of Columbia. 

Associate Majority Counsel, Anne £. 

Pings 

Anne Pings is an associate with the law firm 
of Katten, Muchin, Zavis and Dombroff, where 
she specializes in white collar criminal defense. 

Associate Majority Counsel, Mark L. 

Shaffer 

Mark L. Shaffer is a partner at the law firm of 
Freer & Alagia, specializing in national security, 
ethics, white collar crime, government con- 
tracts, and employment-related litigation. He 
presently serves on the Ethics Rules Committee 
of the District of Columbia Bar. During 1978 
and 1979, he served as a trial attorney and 
senior trial attorney in the Employment Litiga- 
tion Section of the Civil Rights Division of the 
United States Department of Justice. Between 
1973 and 1978, he served as a trial attorney 
and senior trial attorney for the Contra Costa 
County Public Defender’s Office in California. 


2. Minority Staff 

Minority Staff Director and Special 
Counsel, John P. Mackey 

John P. Mackey served in the Department of 
Justice as a Deputy Assistant Attorney General 
and Associate Deputy Attorney General before 
joining the Task Force on May 1, 1992. Mackey 
had previously been engaged in private practice 
in New York and Washington, D.C. His govern- 
ment service also includes duty as a special 
agent of the FBI from 1968 to 1972. 

Deputy Chief Minority Counsel, 

Gregory W. Kehoe 

Gregory W. Kehoe was the first assistant 
United States attorney for the Middle District 
of Florida from February 1989 through June 
18, 1992 when he joined the Task Force. From 
March 1983 through February 1989, Kehoe was 
an assistant United States attorney for the 
Southern District of Florida, serving as the 
chief of the office’s Northern Division from 
1986 until his departure in 1989. 

Senior Associate Minority Counsel, 

David H. Laufman 

David H. Laufman is Deputy Minority Coun- 
sel to the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
United States House of Representatives, where 
he has specialized in legislative and investiga- 
tory oversight as well as Middle East affairs. 
Mr. Laufman’s services were made available to 
the Task Force through the good offices of the 
Hon. William S. Broomfield, Ranking Member 
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. Prior to 
joining the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Mr. 
Laufman was an associate at the Washington, 
D.C. law firm of Collier, Shannon, Rill & Scott, 
specializing in litigation. During the period of 
1980-1984, he was an intelligence analyst at 
the Central intelligence Agency. 

Associate Minority Counsel, Gregory A. 

Paw 

Gregory Paw is an associate in the Washing- 
ton office of Baker 8c Hostetler, where he spe- 
cializes in complex civil litigation and white 
collar criminal defense. Prior to joining Baker 
& Hostetler in 1989, Mr. Paw served as a law 
clerk to the Honorable Walter E. Hoffman, 



United States District Judge for the Eastern 
District of Virginia. 

S. Investigative Agents 

. In addition to the legal staff, the Task Force 
employed the services of six agents detailed 
from three federal government investigative 
agencies. 

The Federal Bureau of Investigation detailed 
four agents to the Task Force. 

Vann F. Fleming, Special Agent, 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Vann Fleming has been a special agent since 
1970, serving with the Bureau in San Francisco, 
Seattle, and New York, and Washington. Mr. 
Fleming worked on the Task Force from April 
to August, 1992. 

Larry J. Mitchell, Special Agent, Federal 
Bureau of Investigation 

Special Agent Larry Mitchell joined the FBI 
in 1982. He has been assigned to Atlanta, 
Houston, and Washington. 

Elizabeth J. Hemenway, Special Agent, 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Special Agent Hemenway is currently a relief 
supervisor assigned to Squad I-l, New York 
City, New York. She has been a special agent 
since 1984, serving in Milwaukee and New 
York. 

Harry A. Penich, Special Agent, Federal 
Bureau of Investigation 

Special Agent Penich is currently the princi- 
pal relief supervisor on a New York FBI squad. 
Prior to the Bureau, Penich spent six years as 
an assistant district attorney in western Penn- 
sylvania. 

Douglas R. Edmonson, Specdal Agent, 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Sf>ecial Agent Edmonson joined the FBI in 
April, 1987. He has served since that time in 
Washington, D.C. Special Agent Edmonson was 
assigned to the Task Force on August 10, 
1992. 

The Treasury Department’s Bureau of Alco- 
hol, Tobacco, and Firearms and the United 


States Customs Service each detailed one 
agent. 

Riduurd A. Pedersen, Senior Special 
Agent, Bureau of Alcohol, Tohmcco and 
Firearms, United States Department of 
the Treasury 

Special Agent Pedersen has been with ATF 
for 23 years concentrating on major interna- 
tional arms trafficking investigations. Before 
joining the Task Force, Pedersen was assigned 
to the Office of Internal Affairs. 

Thomas D. Baumgardner, Supervisory 
Special Agent, United States Customs 
Service 

Baumgardner has been a special agent with 
Customs for 20 years. For the past 10 years, he 
has investigated illegal exports and diversions 
both of munitions and high technology. 

Tlie United States Customs Service assigned 
another agent, Joseph F. King, for 30 days be- 
cause of his specific case-related knowledge. 

4. Task Force Staff 

Michael W. Cook served as chief clerk and 
administrator of the Task Force. Paul M. Joyal 
served as security specialist. Richard C. Lewis 
served as press secretary to the majority and 
Lisa Rich and Valri Couser served as staff as- 
sistants to the majority. Julia Gains served as 
the minority staff assistant. Charles Ratcliff, 
computer specialist, was detailed from House 
Information Systems to help computerize Task 
Force records. 

TTie Task Force also retained the services of 
a former detective chief inspector of Scotland 
Yard to assist with European inquiries. 

Finally, each Member of Congress serving on 
the Task Force assigned a staff member to sup- 
port the work of the permanent Task Force 
staff. 

C. Rules 


The Task Force passed an extremely restric- 
tive set of rules at the outset of the investiga- 
tion, which were designed to insure to the max- 
imum extent possible the confidentiality of the 
investigation. Those rules are attached in the 
appiendix at page 1037-66. 


D. Security Measures 


The protection of classified material was a 
high priority for the Task Force. In order to ac- 
complish this goal. Task Force security special- 
ist Paul M. Joyal, established procedures for se- 
curing working areas and documents. 

All classified documents or internal products 
marked “Task Force Confidential” were en- 
tered into a registration system which ensured 
that any retrieval, copying, or destruction of a 
document was recorded. Documents were 
placed in folders with identification numbers 
issued in chronological order. These were all 
stored within approved containers for classified 
storage. Individual documents, cables, and re- 
ports which were delivered to the Task Force 
in groups were date stamped for accountability 
and tracking. Other records were optically cap- 
tured through computer imaging systems and 
software. Once scanning of documents was 
completed, they were further processed with 


Optical Character Recognition (OCR) software, 
allowing the Task Force to import the docu- 
ment into a database program for rapid re- 
search and analysis. This system gave the Task 
Force the ability to retrieve text rapidly 
through key word and proximity reference 
searching. From the time when the Task Force 
received its first batch of classified material, 
United States Capitol police controlled access 
to the office during non- working hours. 

E. Office Space and 
Equipment 

The Task Force was housed in the Ford 
House Office Building (House Annex II). In 
late August, the Task Force acquired a security 
vault to house classified documents, a secure 
conference room to conduct witness interviews 
and depositions, and several attorney offices. 

Retiring Representative Dymally has declined 
to sign the report. 
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Additional Minority Views 


While an investigation of this kind does not 
normally uncover flaws in the way Congress 
conducts its business, the Minority Members of 
the Task Force believe strongly that in this case 
it did. Specifically, upon reviewing the events 
that led to the formation of the Task Force, the 
Minority Members are particularly concerned 
about: (1) the precedent of the General Ac- 
counting Office (“GAO’*) conducting, in es- 
sence, a secret investigation at the direction of 
the Majority into the political activities of Re- 
publican campaign officials without informing 
the House Minority Leadership of the investi- 
gation and without keeping it updated on its 
progress; and (2) the precedent of a senior 
House Foreign Affairs Committee staffer send- 
ing a letter to a Federal Judge under his own 
name seeking the reduction of a sentence of a 
convicted felon without first coordinating with 
the Congressional leadership, both Majority 
and Minority, and the Ranking Republican of 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee. Based 
on the reasons set forth below, the Minority 
Members make the following recommendations 
10 obviate these problems in the future: 

Recommendation One: 

Investigations by GAO’s Office of 
Special Investigations Should, 
and Must, be Bipartisan in Nature 

The Minority Members firmly believe that 
the work of the GAO’s Office of Special Inves- 
tigations should, and must, be bipartisan in 
nature if it is to be viewed as anything more 
than a publicly funded private investigating 
agency for the Majority party in the House of 
Representatives. To that end, once the GAO 
has been requested to pursue an investigation, 
that request should be brought immediately to 
the attention of the appropriate counsel of the 
opposite party. Thereafter, the investigators as- 


signed, at a minimum, should keep the oppos- 
ing counsel regularly informed of the develop- 
ments of the investigation, and copy counsel 
with all relevant memoranda and correspond- 
ence. 

The corrosive effect of not following proce- 
dures of this kind is directly evident in this 
case. From the outset, when the Subcommittee 
of the House Government Operations Commit- 
tee requested the Office of Special Investiga- 
tion in July 1990 to undertake an investigation 
of the activities of 1980 Reagan/Bush campaign 
officials, the Majority additionally requested 
that the Subcommittee not be identified as 
having requested the inquiry.^ Thereafter, de- 
spite numerous meetings with Majority Staff, 
investigative Journalists, and witnesses, the 
GAO failed to notify the House Minority of the 
existence of the investigation.^ 

Moreover, not only did the GAO conduct an 
inquiry concealed from the Minority, but it de- 
cided during a conversation with Majority staff 
to terminate the inquiry in February 1991, and 
issue no written report as to its findings.^ 
Three months later, the Minority Members of 
the House finally learned of the investigation 
and, at their request were briefed for the first 
time on May 20, 1991. 

Without recounting the vitriolic debate that 
ensued in the House in reaction to this se- 
quence of events supposedly initiated to “lift 
the cloud over the Administration”, it is abun- 
dantly clear that the reputation for impartiality 
of the GAO, in general, and its Office of Spe- 
cial Investigations, in particular, has suffered 
greatly. The Minority Members sincerely hope 
that in the future such private investigations 
into the political conduct of members of the 
opposing party will be neither initiated, nor tol- 
erated, by the GAO and the Majority leader- 
ship of the House. To that end, appropriate 



steps should be taken internally to insure that 
such an investigation cannot recur. 

Recommendation Two: 

Any Communication with the 
Federal Judiciary, by or on Behalf 
of the House of Representatives 
or one of its Committees, 

Regarding the Sentencing of a 
Convicted Person Must be 
Coordinated with and Through 
the Counsels to the Speaker and 
the Minority Leader, as well as 
the Counsels to the Chairman 
and Ranking Minority Member of 
the Appropriate Committee 

In the instant case, the Chief Counsel to the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee sent a letter 
on January 10, 1992, under his own name, to a 
Federal Judge in the Eastern District of New 
York seeking to reduce the sentence of a con- 
victed felon for his supposed “substantial as- 
sistance” in an “on-going [Congressional] in- 
vestigation” and his anticipated “substantial as- 
sistance in the future”. Putting aside the fact 
that the nature and character of the felon’s as- 
sistance at that point had not been brought to 
the attention of, let alone evaluated, by the Mi- 
nority Members and Staff of the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee, the “on-going” investiga- 
tion to which the Chief Counsel was referring 
had already been assigned by the Speaker to a 
special Task Force of House Members, which, 
although not yet created by Resolution, was not 
even consulted about the letter. In addition, as 
was pointed out at the sentencing by the pros- 
ecutor from the Department of Justice, the 
nature and the contents of Stoffberg’s sup- 
posed cooperation was also being kept from 
the Department, at the Chief Counsel’s direc- 


tion, such that it was unable to evaluate the 
credibility of the “assistance” he was provid- 
ing.* 

The Minority Members firmly believe that 
the sentencing of convicted felons is one of the 
most sensitive and delicate responsibilities en- 
trusted to the Federal Judiciary and the Depart- 
ment of Justice. Before the Congress of the 
United States takes the highly unusual step of 
inserting itself into the sentencing process, we 
believe that due consideration must be given by 
the leadership of this institution, on both sides 
of the aisle, as to when, and whether, to seek to 
influence that process based upon the sup- 
posed interests of the House of Representa- 
tives. Moreover, the Minority Members believe 
that absent extraordinary circumstances, the 
House’s effort should be coordinated with the 
Department of Justice and that the Department 
of Justice’s input should be sought regarding 
any past and perspective cooperation. 

In this situation, a United States District 
Judge in fact reduced the sentence of a felon 
who he believed to be a “dangerous man” ® by 
four and a half months explicitly because of his 
belief that “[cjomity between the independent 
branches of government suggests the desirabil- 
ity of assisting Congress in its important work 
where there is not strong conflict with a court’s 
other sentencing responsibilities.” ^ Thus, he 
did so based on a representation of a past and 
future cooperation, which ultimately did not 
prove to be true.® Prudence dictates that before 
another Federal Judge is similarly imposed 
upon, that this House insures itself that any 
such communication, in fact, reflects the collec- 
tive judgment of its entire leadership as to the 
appropriateness of the request. 

Submitted By: 

Henry J. Hyde. 

Jim Leach. 

Olympia Snowe. 

Doug Bereuter. 

Porter J. Goss. 
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4. See Letter from Chief Counsel, Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs, to Hon. Jack B. Weinstein, Jan. 10, 1992, reprinted in Congres- 
sional Record, February 5, 1992, at H308. (Attachment 1). 

5. See Sentencing transcript of Dirk Stofiberg, January 14, 
1992, cited in Section VII of this Joint Report; see also Letter of 
Assistant Attorney General Lee Rawls to Congressman H. Hyde, 
Feb. 4, 1992, reprinted in Congressional Record, February 5, 1992, at 
H310-311. (Attachment 1). 

6. See Sentencing transcript of Dirk Stofiberg, January 14, 
1992, cited in Section VII of this Joint Report. 


7. See Sentencing Memorandum and Order in C.S. v. Stojjherg, 
(January 15, 1991), at 6 (Attachment 2); see also Sentencing tran- 
script of Dirk Stofiberg (January 14, 1992), at 26, cited in Section 
VII of this Joint Report. During Stoflberg’s sentencing. Judge 
Jack B. Weinstein stated: “It is true that Congress is primarily a 
law making, and not an investigating body. However, we all know 
that its investigations are critical in law making as well as in in- 
forming the public with respect to what is happening in our soci- 
ety and Government. Not only that, but many of its investigations 
result ultimately not only in legislation, but in prosecutions of 
one kind or another. Tlierefore, cooperation with Congress 
should be treated as on an equal level with cooperation with 
Courts. They’re both independent bodies under our Constitu- 
tion." Id. 

8. See discussion of Dirk Stoflberg’s testimony before the Task 
Force at Section VII of this Joint Report. 
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tocUnc tha lichU oi tha Houie ooUec- 
UwlF* ita niatj, dlgnltF* and tha in- 
tagrltF ol lU prooeadinga.*' 

In auction 662 of the House Rules 
sod Manual for tha I02d Congress, 
which contains a summary of the 
preoedenta relating to questions of 
privilege, there are two particular in- 
stances which are similar to the ques- 
tlcn of privilege which 1 have raised 
today. 

In the first instance, a resolution 
was offered on February 13, 1960. 
questioning the property of a response 
by an officer of the House to court 
subpoenas for papers of the House 
without notice to the House, and re- 
quiring a committee to investigate. 

In the second instance cited in the 
precedents, a resolution was offered 
on March 22. 1990, alleging improper 
representation by counsel of the legal 
position of Members in a brief fOed in 
the court and directing the withdrawal 
of the brief. 

In both instances, the Speaker held 
that the misrepresentation of the posi- 
tion of the House, or Judicial interven- 
tion without proper authonzation. af- 
fected the rights and integrity of the 
House and therefore raised a legiti- 
mate question of House privileges. 

Today we have before us yet another 
insfanre of a judicial intervention by 
an emplojree of the House claiming to 
repr es ent the position of the House 
through one of its committees when in 
fact neither the House nor the com- 
mittee involved had authorised the in- 
vestigation nor the Judicial interven- 
tion by the employee. 

On January 19, 1992, the chief coun- 
sel of the House Committee on For- 
eign Affairs wrote to a Federal district 
Judge in New York requesting a re- 
duced sentenoe for a convicted arms 
dealer on grounds that he had cooper- 
ated in an on-going investigation by 
the committee into the so-called Octo- 
ber Surprise. 

Based on this representation, the 
Judge reduced the sentence from 13 
months to the 8H months already 
served based on ‘*the deairmbillty of as- 
sisting Congren.'' The Judge went on 
to make clear that the anas dealer 
would have received a longer tenn of 
imprisonment, and I quote, ‘‘were it 
. not for the intervention of Congrem." 

The only problem with aa of this 
Mr. Speaker, other than the unpreoe- 
dented intervencian by an self-ap- 
pohMd agent of Congrsm In a judicial 
mntsnring proceeding; Is that the ao- 
calAed €in-fotaig tnveetigstlon by the 
Committee on Foreign Affahs into the 
October Sur pr is e m a ltnr had not boon 
MthorlMd by the Coagrem or the 
; 'committee so represented. 

Neither, for that matter, had the 
committee authnrtmd its chief counsel 
to ask the court to reduce the a rnto n ce 
of the convicted arms dealer. The fact 
la. the fommiltoo was not even made 
aware of any evidenos obtained from 
the arms dealer or that the chief coun- 
sel was bargaining for a reduoed aen- 
.tence in rstiim for such taiaaaUkm, 


This klDd of unauthoriaed activity by 
a employee is one of the 

most outrageous things 1 have ever 
witnessed since coming to this Con- 
gress 11 years ago. And other Mem- 
bers who have been around here much 
longer than I have voiced similar sen- 
tiznenta. 

Mr. Speaker, nothing affects the 
rights, privileges, dignity and integrity 
of the p roc e edings of the House more 
than the misrepresentation of the po- 
sition of the peoples House, especially 
when that mlwepresentation takes 
place before a Federal district court. 

But what is especially galling In this 
particular case is claiming to represent 
the Interests of the House on a matter 
on which the House has not yet 
spoken, and that authority is used to 
spring a convicted felon from JaiL 

At a time when the Congress is al- 
ready reeling from low public approval 
ratings, what could hurt more than 
the appearance that we are springing 
crooks for minors? This isn’t an arms 
for hostage^k scandal; It's an arms deal- 
ers for hogw'ash scandal. And this 
action has put the House oi Representa- 
tives right in the middle of the slop. 

Mr. Speaker, let us just presume for 
a moment that this convicted felon 
just might have some information of 
interest and value to this House. Even 
If that were the case, that is no Justifi- 
cation for one to unilaterally cut a 
deal on behalf of the House to free a 
crook from prison sooner than he oth- 
erwise would have served. 

If the felon has such information, 
there are ways for the House to legiti- 
mately obtain it without resorting to 
such shady deala. We have committees 
with subpoena authority. And more 
importantly. Democrats are seeking to 
railroad creation of a Riecial trok foroe 
to investigate this very matter and 
give it subpoena authority. 

If this convicted arms dealer refuses 
to cooperate with a duly constituted 
entity of this House acting under 
proper authority and procedures, we 
would have every right to find him in 
contempt and enforce that in the 
courts. Instead of a shorter prison sen- 
tence, he would be facing a longer one. 

If anything, such, unilateral action 
has made It more difficult for a proper 
body of this House to obtain sworn 
testimony. The integrity of our pro- 
ceedings and our ability to discover 
the truth have been interfered with 
and threatened by such loose cannons 
on our deefc. acting on their own. 

Mr. Speaker, the resolution 1 have 
offered today as a question of the 
pilvnegee of the House, after redtlng 
the fsets of the sltaatlon Jn the pre- 
smble. directs the BlpsiUnn Legal 
Advisory Group of the House to In- 
quire into the facts and drcnmitanm 
Burtoandlng judicial 
and repor t back to the House Its find- 
ings and recommendations. 

SpectflcaOy, it calls on the legal ad- 
vise^ group to report back to us at 
the eaiUoBtpcactlcatale dale OA any ae- 
tlons taken or rerommenrtatinns It has 


to address the immediate situacion. as 
weU as any recommended policies for 
the future conduct of House Members, 
officers or employees invotving Judi- 
cial proceedings. 

The bottom line is that we esnnot 
allow people claiming to represent the 
House or its committees to tqke unau- 
thorized actions that m is re p r es ent the 
position of this House. 

This is especially true when those 
actions are potentially embarrassing 
and can bring this body further 
shame, dishonor and disrepute in the 
eyes of the citisenry. 

And nothing could be more embar- 
rassing than negotiating shady deals 
with the dregs of the earth to spring 
them from prison. 

Those who lie down with dogs get up 
with fleas; and in the pro c e s s, they 
co v e r us with sleaze. We don’t need 
that in this House. Let's do the right 
thing and adopt this resolution so that 
corrective action can be taken immedi- 
ately and we can hopefully avoid such 
embarrassments in the future. 

□ 1550 

Mr. Speaker. I reserve the balance of 
my time, and, out of respect and 
comity to the socialist Democrat side 
of the aisle. 1 yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. Hamil- 

TOKl. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker. I 
wonder if the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. McEwzh] would yield to some of 
the othe r Mem bers on his side. 

Mr. McEWEN. I would be pleased to 
do that. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the 
ranking member of the Committee on 
Rules, the gentiemaa from New York 
(Mr. SoLOHOul. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker. I 
thank the gentiemaa from Ohio (Mr. 
McEwniJ for yielding thiz time to me. 
Let me commend the gentleman from 
Ohio, one of the most sstute Memhers 
of this House when it comes to the 
very complicated rules of the House, 
on offering this prtvUeged rerolution 
regarding an unauthorized and 
misreprasentative court Intervention 
by a House employee. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. McEwswj 
has put his finger on two very impor- 
tant inftHiitAnnml lasuss in tlils leTOlu- 
turn, one relating to unanthotlMd In- 
vestigations. and the othar rtieting to 
ml nep r e eeptiitir the petition of the 
Houee in a judicial proceeding. 

Me. FA8CSLL. Mr. SP—bM; Will the 
gentiemaa yleld7 

Mr. SOLOMON. I jWd In the gen- 
tleman from norida (Mr. Faecsu.]. 
my very good friend. 

Mr. FA8CELL. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman froes New York (Mr. Sopo- 
MOii) and the genUeman whe preceded 
htan have ueed aome very atroog lan- 
guage on alleiatloae which lay the 
predicate for this resolution a 

ptivllaga. 1 Jvst wanted to goiat out 
that en tha raegfd thoig foela ara not 
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truly btfiafa Ibay ara. I do not 
any aa panlan a an tba aant l ama n. I ba» 
liofo tbeoe aedona ara In vkdatlOD of 
tba ruloa of tba HOoaa, and 1 Intand to 
prova It bara in a f aw mbnnaa. 

Mr. FASCBLLb I appradala that. I 
juat wanted to be clear at tbia point 
that, firat, the Conunittee on Foreifn 
Affeira ia duly oonatituted: aeoond. I 
wia duly elected chairman of that 
third, that I directed and 
euthorlaed my general counael to do 
what he did under my direction. 

Mr. SOLOMON. 1 do not know 
about the laat one. but 1 can certainly 
atteat to the f int two becauae 1 aenred 
with the gentleman for 6 yeara. 1 cer- 
tainly know he ia a very good chair- 
man of the Committee on Foreign Af- 
faira. 

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the genUe- 
man. I Juat wanted to get it atndght 
that it ia one thing to allege 
aentatlon and lack of authority, 
is a factual matter. I Juat wanted to 
here as chairman to take the responsi- 
bility to say to the House, to my dis- 
. tinguished colleagues who are support- 
ing this resolution. **Yoo don't need an 
inquiry. I authorized what was done. 
It was my staff member who did it 
under my direction. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, if that 
is the case. I would say the gentleman 
probably erred, but certainly he would 
not have if he knew better. 

Idr. FASCELL. One more thing. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. FASCELL. Bdr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will read the letter in the 
Ricoao so 1 do not have to read it. it 
does not request the Judge to reduce 
the sentence. 

Now the gentleman who spoke 
before said this was a direct request to 
reduce the sentence. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker. I 
thank my very good friend, the gentle- 
man from Florida Cldr. FasczxxI. the 
chairman of the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs who 1 have the greatest 
respect f or, and his staff as welL 

Mr. McEWEN. Bdr. Speaker, let me 
point out here that by request of the 
chairman of the committee I would 
like to have inserted into the Racoan 
at this point a letter in which it says. 
"I would, therefore, request that Idr. 
Stof fberra cooperation be taken into 
consideration by you in the determina- 
tion of his sentence." which ii the pur- 


Mr. Steffbwg hM < 

, _ ess r ved by i 

He has alsD agrssd to testify St say < 
closed OoiigroaWoBSl bee 
requested to do so. Our 
tsins to the qumtion whether the SS AbmtI- 
esBS taken captive in Iran were held past 
the election of ISgS in violation of any UA 
laws. Thb iMue M ooounooly referred to as 
the **Oclobsr Surprise." 

Although Mr. 8lo<fberg*8 cooperation may 
not lead to any erlmhial action, the taforma- 
tioo which he has voluntarily p rovided to us 
has already been helpful and. to sonw 
extent, has been oorroborated by other evl- 
denoe. I would, therefore, request that Mr. 
Stoffberg's co o p era tion be taken Into con- 
sideration by you to the detenntoatlon of 
his sentence. 

1 would be pleased to dbcum the matter of 
Mr. Stoffberg'B cooperation with you or 
your law clerk at any time before Mr. Stof f- 
bers*s sentencing. 

Stooerely yours. 

R. SrsHcsa OuvBiu 
Chief 

SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, re- 
claiming my time, let me read the 
Judge’s answer to that letter. It sairs. 
quote. "I treat it as the equivalent of a 
request for a downward departure. 
The guidelines do not provide for re- 
quest by Congress or by the court." 

My problem with this concerns the 
fact that we have to operate under the 
rules of the House. After all. that is 
what we swear we will do. 

Last year I was asked by our Repub- 
lican leader to research and report on 
a very similar Instance in which a 
House committee chairman requested 
information in what he claimed was a 
committee investigation, even though 
it had not been formally authorized by 
the committee Involved. In effect it 
was a unilateral inquiry by the chair- 
man of one of our committees. The 
conclusion of that research into House 
rules and precedents was that a com- 
mittee’s investigation must be author- 
ized by a committee. 

Mr. Speaker, that was not done in 
this instance: the chairman is here, 
and he will say so. 

Committee investigative authority is 
derived from House rule XI. clause 
Kb), which reads as follows: 

Each committee Is authorised at any time 
to conduct such invretisatione and studies 
as it may consider neceseary or appropriate 
in the exercise of Its responsibilities under 
rule X • • •. 



As< 
tho t 

tho purpoaa of that l 
abolish tho enalom of 

Wo today are tfying to do 
away with thoao quo man sohcnnimlt- 
toesoutof fairneas. 

For that r eason . Mr. Hpaakar, no- 
where do Houae rules penult a com- 
mittee to delegate to a chairman the 
authortty to initiate and conduct an 
investigation. It ia not allowed under 
the rules of this House. Under the 
rules it is the committee that must de- 
termine whether an Investigation ia 
necessary or is appropriate In the ex- 
erdae of that responsibility. 

So. Mr. Speaker, it does not matter 
in the present case whether the chair- 
tKs Committee on Foreign Af- 
for one of its subcommittee chair- 
claimed to have approved the 
^chief counsel's letter. Neither person 
la competent under House rules to 
have the authosity to authorize the in- 
vestigation which the letter purports 
is now going on. Nor, for that matter, 
can the full committee, or any sub- 
conunittee chairman, act on behalf of 
the committee, or the House, in inter- 
vening in a Judicial proceeding. 

House rules are quite explicit: The 
House must approve, for Instance, the 
enforcement of subpoenas or con- 
tempt citations in the courts. And with 
respect to the granting of immunity to 
a witness before a Houae committee or 
subcommittee in exchange for testimo- 
ny. which is similar to what is happen- 
ing in this instance, a two-thirds com- 
mittee vote is required to request that 
kind of a court order. 

Mr. Speaker, that gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. Hamilton), my good 
friend who I served with for years on 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, in 
a letter to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Bdr. Htdz] attempts to Justify this 
court intervention by the committee 
chief counsel on the grounds that such 
letters are routinely provided by oon- 
grcasional committee counsels and 
others. 

□ 1600 

Mr. Speaker. I think it is one thing 
for Members to write as individuals 
vouching for the character of a person 
involved in a sentencing procedure. 1 
have done that myself and I will con- 
tinue to do that. But it is quite an- 
other matter for a chairman or coun- 
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sel to write on behalf of a committee 
Investigation which has never been au- 
thorized by the committee. This one 
never has been authorized by the com- 
mittee. That Is a very important dif- 
ference, and it does raise some very se- 
rious questions about the rules of this 
House. 

In conclusion. Mr. Speaker, the ques- 
tion of privilege raised by the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. McEwDf] goes to 
the very heart of this Institution's 
lights, its dignity, and its integrity. 
The perception that this House is 
somehow springing violent criminals 
from Jail in exchange for testimony of 
dubious value will not sit well with the 
American people and do great harm to 
this body's reputation. God knows, we 
have done enough harm to it in recent 
months. 

This resolution simply calls on the 
Speaker’s bipartisan legal advisory 
group to look into the matter and get 
back to us with its findings and recom- 
mendations so that we might avoid 
any repetition of such unauthorized, 
and I will repeat myself, misrepresen- 
latlve court interventions m the 
future. 

Now. I would say to the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Fascku.]. that ex- 
plains our position. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker. I hear 
the gentleman's position. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
Murtha). Does the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. Hamilton] wish to seek 
time? 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, may 
I inquire how much time the gentle- 
man has rem ainin g? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Thirty- 
six and one-half minutes. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, my 
understanding wa? that the debate 
here was for 40 minutes and that they 
were to have 30 minutes and we were 
to have 10 minutes. Do I misunder- 
stand? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule the gentleman was recognized 
for 1 hour, but he may want to yield 
back some time. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, may 
I inquire of the gentleman, was there 
not an understanding? 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker. I will be 
pleased to do whatever is most accom- 
modating to the gentleman. How 
much time does he desire? 

Bdr. HAMH.TON. I appreciate the 
gentleman’s wlUlngnesa to accommo- 
date. It was my understanding that he 
was going to take 30 minutes, , and 
he controls the time, he was 
going to yield 10 minutes. That is ac- 
ceptable to ua 1 think I can say what I 
want to s ay in 1 0 minutes. 

Mr. McEWEN. Then the gentleman 
has no other speakers, and I should go 
ahead and consume the rest of my 
time? 

Mr. HAMILTON. We have no 
others. 

' Mr. McEWEN. I will do my utmost 
to hold those within 30 minutes/ 


Mr. HAMILTON. If the gentleman 
would yield. I would prefer that my 
time be toward the end. I realize the 
gentlema n has t he right to close. 

Mr. McEWEN. I will go ahead and 
consume my time. If I may. 

Mr. Speaker. 1 yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. Liv- 
ingston]. 

(Mr. LIVINOSTON asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. LIVINOSTON. Mr. Speaker. I 
appreciate the gentleman yielding. I 
think that by now the gentleman on 
the other side must understand that 
this incident is very troubling to a 
number of us. I applaud the gentle- 
man's resolution. I support it. I believe 
that if this resolution is struck down it 
sets a very, very dangerous precedent 
for all of us in this body in the future. 

I will go further than other speakers 
and say that throughout my career in 
the U.S. Congress, as a former pros- 
ecutor before 1 came here. I have tried 
to keep my hands off the Judicial proc- 
ess. I have tried not to interfere in the 
sentencing procedures after a person 
was convicted of a crime, because I did 
not believe that the legislative branch 
should intermingle with the judicial 
branch, and I did not believe that the 
administration of justice was properly 
served if Members of Congress inter- 
ceded on behalf of people charged 
with having broken the law. I think 
that is probably a pretty good rule. 

I think Members of Congress should 
not be contacting a judge at sentenc- 
ing time. Not only does it tend to 
interfere with the administration of 
justice as public officials impose their 
own viewpoints on otherwise impartial 
judges, but it protects the Member of 
Congress. It protects the public offi- 
cial. 

If one does not call up a judge or if 
one does not send a letter in support 
of a convict, one cannot find out that 
he has done something improper. One 
cannot read about it in the newspaper. 
One cannot be charged with unethical 
conduct, if in fact the person that is 
free commits some horrible offense. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker. wUl the 
gentleman yield one second? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I would be 
happy to yi eld to the gentleman. 

Mr. FASCELL. Is it not true that 
the letter is spread on the Rbc»bd? 

Mr. LIVINOSTON. The letter U on 
the RicoaD. 

Mr. FASCELL. Is it not true that 
the judge is the person who makes the 
decision? 

Mr. LIVINOSTON. It is true. sir. 
The gentleman is correct. In fact, the 
sentencing guidelines provide that law 
enforcement officials or family can 
write the judge a letter at any time. 
'The guidelines, though, do not say 
that a Member of Congress or a 
member of the staff of the Congress 
can write letters. In fact, if you read 
the entire guidelines, they imply that 
we should not be writing. 
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I am concerned that once we start, 
once any Member of Congress, once 
any staff member of any committee 
starts writing letters to judges sasdng. 
"Let this guy out early." and ’’Let that 
guy out early." and the judges start 
saying. "Well, if the Congress controls 
my salary, maybe I had better pay at- 
tention to them." then I think we are 
In big trouble, and the judicial process, 
the criminal process of this country is 
In danger when officials can tamper 
with the judicial system, and in this 
case that is exactly what happened. I 
know that he never intended this to 
happen. But his is a situation in which 
a staffer, without benefit of 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker. wiU the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker. I 
will not yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker. I must 
ask that the words be taken down. I 
have let this thing go far enough on 
these wild allegations. Let us get into a 
debate on the subject matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman asking that the words be 
taken down? 

Mr. FASCELL. Yes. I am. Mr. Speak- 
er. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the words. 

Does the gentleman wish to with- 
draw the words? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, if I 
cannot debate this issue on the floor, 
perhaps I should withdraw it, because 
I do not want to spend the Members’ 
time on this issue. I do not know what 
it is I am alle ged t o have said. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does 
the gentleman ask unanimous consent 
to withdraw his words? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Which words. 
Mr. Speaker? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman will suspend until the clerk 
reports the words. 

The Clerk will report the words. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker. I can 
refresh his memory. His words were: 
tampering with the judicial system. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker. I 
Insist that the words be left on the 
record because that is exactly what 
happened in this instance. 

□ 1610 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
Murtha). The Members will suspend. 
'The Clerk will report the woed s . 

’The Clerk read as follows. . - 

The criminal justice of this oouBtry la in 
danser when elected of fir tale raw tamprr 
with the judicial ayatem. And In thia caae. 
that U exactly what happened. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 'The 
Chair will rule that since the gentle- 
man from Louisiana is generlcaUy 
speaking and not specifically alleging 
improper conduct by any individusLl 
Member, the words are in order, in the 
context of this resolution. 

Mr. LIVINaSTON. Mr. Speaker, 
since thia la coming out of m|btlme« 1 
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Tte 8FKAKER |BW t eaip o re. Tbo 
mm, la eonfeieileC ko the genflemn 
'ODK Ohio IMr.McBBBit 
Mr^ LrvmQSrOIf . tlr. speaker, in 
rOer that tlie omllcnn mlg tit \m 

^Bctedko Ctictig^^te 1 wftl 

3t o h g Kifl oa. tHo iUniHai^ be oor> 

xtm±, 

Mr. FASCKXiL^ Mc Speaker. i e ae g w » 
V tbe riatal tO' etajectr tbat li not 
hat I am obleettar ttx As a matter of 
rinclpla 1 doootwaiitaiisrbody tnter- 
erizig in the courts either. But to say 
ais case r e p r ew n ts a tampertna with 
le judicial system, 1 find highly of- 
ezshre and highly irregular. When 
3U do something on the record that is 
snnisaible to be done, you are not 
unperma. You may disagree with it, 
it it IS not tampering. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker. I 
as abcmt to eaplain why I believe 
aat it is. 1 would like to get into the 
Acts on this c ase. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
here objection to the request of the 
entleman from Louisiana [Mr. Liv- 

.HOSTOlf}? 

There was no ob jection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore With- 
ut objection, the word “elected” will 
e removed from the Rscoan. 

PAUiAMiirTABT nroimiT 
Mr. DERRICK. Bdr. Speaker. 1 have 
t parli amen t ary in quiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
^entleman will state it. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, the 
entleman from Louisiana [Mr. Liv- 
NCSTON] said later, after the motion 
-as made, that he specifically meant 
.1 this case. I would like to take his 
vords down on that and see if he was 
'.ot specifically referring to the gentle- 
nan. 

Mr. UVINOSTON. Mr. Speaker, if 
he gentleman from South Carolina 
:Mr. Dzxuck] is asking for a parlla- 
-nentary inquiry. 1 do not yield for 
hose purposes right now. 1 would like 
.0 proceed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Debate 
.nas intervened. In the regular order. 
:he gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
L i v uuisr o itl may p ro c eed . 

Mr. UVINOSTON. Mr, Speaker, 
what we have here is a situation where 
an uneleeted staffer, either with au- 
ihority of Members of Congrev or 
not, writes a UJS. district judge and 
tells him that a gun runner has coop- 
erated in the past and is likely to coop- 
erate in the future, and that that set 
of facts or sequence of circumstances 
should be co nsid ere d in the final sen- 
tencing. 

Mr. Speaker, as I understand it. Mr. 
Stoffberg, the gun rnnner, waa already 
under the Federal arntencing gulde- 
linea a ab j eet to get be t we en 8 and 14 
maatha in priaon for his conviction. 


Tte wnalBcted staffer dM not haw a 
vote In the suheoauBtttee, lir did not 
hgpc m wots frgna tte f ult orwmttte. 
he did not have a tote fiom tteHteofc 
ho did nag haw a vote fioDi Ilia 
Senate, he did not hnw a ante txmm 
tteFEteteng o« tte United Stetoa 

AH ho did waa with tte ma n tl e of 
authority vested in him by some w- 
naoMd and ondtwfaoid. Ifiiinipr of 
Congyam^ wrte m Fedctai j u dge and 
say consider what this convictediiiOB 
has danoianrl lat hte onk eartg If 
can. 

Tho judge then took this letter of 
authority front a ataffer of tho U£. 
Congraa and aoid, “WeU. li the Con- 
gram. ia intereated in this amn, I will 
not aentence him. according to the 
guidelines between 8 and 14 montha 1 
will now, since he has already served 
Just over 8 months, sentence him 
under a lower guideline,” which pro- 
vided for mitigation of sentences, and 
he let him out right away. 

Now. the man was released. Here 
was a fellow convicted of violating the 
UJS. law. possession of guns, and he 
was released. 

I do not worry about this guy. I am 
sure he Is back in South Africa now. 
because he was a South African. He is 
probably long goneL 

But what does thb say for the 
future? If this case is showed to stand, 
who is going to let out the next mim- 
derer. who is going to let out the next 
rapist, because they “might” give valu- 
able information to the United States 
Co n gre ss ? 

Why doesn't the UJS. Congress stand 
accountable for the lawlessness and 
for the problems that face this coun- 
try. w hen w e violate our own laws? 

Mr. WEISS. Bfr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. UVINOSTON. I yield to the 
gentle man f rom New York. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, first I am sure that the 
gentleman must have heard the distin- 
guished chairman of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs say here on the 
record that he. in fact, authorized the 
staff member to do what he did. 

Second. I wonder if the gentleman Is 
aware of the fact that the assistant 
U.S. attorney at the sentencing proce- 
dure told the judge that he had no ob- 
jection to the defendant being given 
time served, so that that letter had no 
relevance as far as the U.S. attorney 
was concerned? 

Mr. UVINOSTON. Mr. Speaker, re- 
claiming my time. I will tell the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Wxxssl the 
assistent U.S. attorney did object, con- 
trary to the assertions in the letter of 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
HAmLTmi]. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a letter which 
I would like to intro d uce In the 
Rscon at thts time from Mr. Lee 
Rawls., another assistaiit U.S. attorney 
g e ne r a l, which says in effect. “Any 
chorwcteiisaUon of tte Department’s 
position as having awiiHd Mr. Oliver 


in gite nmtte. y r a irtng no objeetton. 

Tlie anteXER prp tem pofw, Is 
thaiw 6bf9SUa m to tte request of tte 
gentleaaan tern Lonltena (Mr. Xaw- 

Tteiw waa BO Ob JbcCfoiu 

The text of the letter referred to is 

aafOUowK 



Mtmter of Gbaoma BMUagloii, PC. 

Dbae OomaMUMjm Hzas: This letter ra- 
sponb Co your reqaert that we Inform you 
of tte (tlmiwinns b e tw e e n the Oepertment 
of JuBtte and a reyeeMBtatte of the Hbase 
Caouilttea on Foiaien AHSnis. K Spenear 
Olter. aonearBlDr Mn Ottvaes Janoary 18. 
1982, latter to Judge Jack R. Wetastaln of 
the United States District Court for the 
Eastern District of New York in the matter 
of the scntendiig of 91 CR S24 (JRWl in 
United Statar. Dtrk gt q/ ybr nz 

I have been informed that there were con- 
venations between an Aadstant United 
States AttomcT < ADSA) In the Offloe of the 
United States Attorney for the Eastern Dis- 
trict of New York and Mr. Oliver on the 9th 
and 10th of January 1992, concerning Mr. 
Oliver's Intention to send a letter to Judge 
Weinstein. The AUSA contacted Mr. Oliver 
after the defenae attorney inf ormed judge 
Weinstein on several occasions by letter and 
in court that the defenae cooneeJ anticipat- 
ed that Connaei for the House Fseign Af- 
fairs Committee would provide the Judge 
with a letter ronceraing Mr. StoCfberg'a eo- 
operation. The AUSA was concerned that 
the letter from the Committee Counsel not 
be misinterpreted as a letter falling under 
Sec. SKl.l of the Sentencing Guidelines 
which provides that upon motion by the 
prosecutor . . stating that the defeikd- 
ant has provided substantial aasistaziee in 
investigation or prosecution of another 
person who has committed an offense . . 
the court can downwardly depart from the 
otherwise applicable guideline range and 
thus reduce a defendant's sentence. 

Initially, the AUSA waa coneemed that 
the Committee waa interjecting Itself Into 
an unconnected federal criminal case with- 
out any investigation of Mr. Stoffberg's 
background or the crime for which be had 
been convicted in the Eastern District of 
New York. In addition, the AUSA waa oon- 
cemed that BCr. Stoffberg had merely been 
Interviewed on one occasion and that only a 
cursory effort had been made to corroborate 
the toformation which had apparently been 
provided Mr. Oliver. FHially. the AUSA wm 
coneemed that if the letter tracked the lan- 
guage of the See. 6KL1 without the jurle- 
requirement for such a letter 
having been met. It would place the United 
States Attorney's Office in the position of 
having to object to it. 

In tte initial contact wHh Mr. OUver. MV. 
Oliver suggested that the United States At- 
torney’s Office had attempted to frustrate 
the CoBunlttee’s efforts by having Mr. 
Stoffberg's placa of IncareeraUon changed 
to one Inoonvenicni to him. Mr. OUver was 
assured that the UB. Attorney's Office had 
played no role In that matter. 'The AUSA 
then turned to the prospective letter from 
Mr. Olter to the Judge and cautioned that 
It was Inappropriate for a letter from Con- 
gress to track the language of Sec. SKl.l. 

On January 10. 1992, Mr. OUver was agate 
contacted by the AUSA and after discuateag 
the metier, Mr. Oltets agreed to pravkie a 
draft of his tetter to Jadgs Wstnafsia, which 
was then fazed Co the UbfCed SCstes Attor- 
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ney't office. Mr. Oliver then made one 
minor modification in the letter requested 
by the AUSA. Indicatlnc that the informa- 
tion provided had been corroborated to 
some extent. Otherwise, however, the letter 
as sent to the Court remained unchanged 
and Included lanfuace tracking Sec. 5K1.1— 
which the AUSA objected to. but which Mr. 
Oliver indicated was in the Committees 
view not only appropriate but had been ap- 
proved by high-ranking members of Con- 
gress. 

At the January 14th sentencing hearing, 
the United States Attorney's Office argued 
that as a matter of law Mr. Oliver's letter 
did not qualify as a motion pursuant to Sec. 
5K1.1 and should be considered by the 
Court only In fixing an appropriate sen- 
tence within the guideline range of 8-14 
months. The Court, however, ruled that 
while only the prosecution can move under 
Sec. 5K1.1. Mr. Oliver's letter was In effect a 
Congressional request for clemency under 
Guideline Sec. 5K2.0. Judge Weinstein, over 
the government's objection, made a doam- 
w’ard departure in the guideline range to 2-8 
months and ordered Stoffberg's release 
since he had already served 8v^ months. 

This matter was appropriately handled by 
the Office of the United States Attorney for 
Eastern District of New York. Any charac- 
terization of the Department’s position as 
having assisted Mr. Oliver in this matter, or 
raising no objection, is disingenuous. While 
any citizen has the right to communicate 
with a Federal Judge, the AUSA correctly 
asserted that only the Executive Branch law 
enforcement community is covered by the 
provisions of Sec. SKl.l of the Sentencing 
Guidelines. 

I trust that this letter Is responsive to 
your request. 

Sincerely. 

W. Lex Rawls. 

AMsUtant Attomej/ GtneraL 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, they did 
not object to the time served provi- 
sion. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, may I 
ask ho w mu c h tim e I have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. McEwen] 
haa constimed 20 minutes. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, how 
much time does the gentleman have 
remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. McEwdv] 
has 10 minutes remaining, according 
to the prior agreement that was made. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, may 
I say to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
McEwdtI our understanding is the 
gentleman is going to take 30 minutes, 
and we will take 10 minutes. Is that 
the unde rstand ing of the gentleman? 

Mr. McEWEN. BCr. Speaker. I intend 
to reserve at least 5 minutes for my 
own time to close debate. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, may 
I ask the gentleman if I may take my 
time immediately preceding his 5 min- 
utes? 

Mr. MCEWEN. Hr. Speaker, that 
will be fine. I will rely upon the Speak- 
er to inform me when I have 5 minutes 
remaining. 

PABLiAJODiTAaT oiquxaT 
Mr. OEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker. I 
have a parlia ment ary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 


McEwmi 1 yield for a parliamentary in- 
quiry? 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker. I think 
it is up to the Chair. 

Mr. OEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker. I 
always hear statements on the other 
side about fairness and cvenhanded- 
ness. If I may clarify my understand- 
ing of the time the gentleman had for 
his motion, how did the gentleman 
divide the time? 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker. I divid- 
ed the time, which is completely 
within my authority as a privileged 
motion, to the maximum requested by 
the Democrats. I would be pleased to 
esUblish that as precedent for the rest 
of this Congress. 

Mr. OEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, 
would the gentleman like to give us 
more time? 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman desires more. I will be will- 
ing to amend the request because we 
have nothing to hide and nothing to 
fear from free and open debate. 

Mr. Speaker. I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. Cox). 

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker. 

I thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
McEwen] for yielding and commend 
him on his courage in bringing this to 
the floor. This is serious business. 

Later during the course of business 
in this House we will debate and vote 
upon the question whether to author- 
ize an investigation into the so-called 
October Surprise and whether to au- 
thorize the expenditure of taxpayer 
fimds for that purpose. 

Mr. Speaker, that has not happened 
yet. Yet we learn that majority staff 
on the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
has already commenced this investiga- 
tion. and we are not certain based on 
representations from the majority side 
whether this has been done with the 
authorization of majority Members of 
Congress or not. But we know for a 
fact that no investigation has yet been 
authorized, that debate has not taken 
place in committee or on the floor of 
this House, and, as a consequence, this 
is a renegade investigation. 

The majority staff has pretended to 
the sUtus of the Congress itself. The 
chief counsel of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs has fooled the UK. 
district court into thinking he, a 
Democratic committee staffer, repre- 
sented the committee itself. I^t me 
quote from his letter. It is on letter- 
head that sutes at the top *T02d Con- 
gress. Congress of the United States. 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. House 
of Representatives, Washington, DC.** 
Dear Judge Weinstein: Mr. Dirk 
Francois Stoffberg**— the convicted 
gun runner — “has to date provided the 
House of Representatives Committee 
on Foreign Affairs'*— and that is, of 
course, not the case, they provided it 
to the staffer— “with substantial as- 
sistance in an ongoing investigation.*' 
“Our Investigation pertains to the 
question whether the 52 Americans 
taken captive in Iran were held past 
the elecUon of 1980 in violation of any 


UK. laws. This issue is commor 
ferred to as the October Surpris. 

This is. of course, the investii 
that we will soon debate, whetl 
authorize it. 

I would, therefore, request th£ 
Stoffberg's cooperation be taker 
consideration by you in the deten 
tion of his sentence. 

‘I would be pleased to discus; 
matter of Mr. Stoffberg's cooper 
with you.'* which, of course, occu 
Now. there is some question a 
whether this was a request for j 
ductlon in sentence. The Judge, in 
first page of his order, says, and 1 
quoting Judge Weinstein now. 
case poses the question, can a req' 
for clemency by Congress suppoi 
downward departure, in other wore 
reduction, in the sentence." 

□ 1620 

The Judge in his opinion expres 
treated this intervention by a congr 
sional staffer as an official request 
clemency by the Congress. 

The Legal Times says that this is i 
solutely unprecedented, their wo 
"unprecedented.** So who Is this co 
vlcted criminal that has been sprun 
Who is this felon, this Intematlon 
gun runner? 

He conspired to bring over a thoi 
sand weapons into Chile in violation c 
United States laws and. according t 
articles in the press, he may be part o 
a crack hit squad Involved in interna 
tional assassination. 

He fought extradition. Our agents 
United States Government agents 
trapped him in Germany. He fought 
the extradition back to New York at 
great taxpayer expense. We brought 
tWs man to court. His Uwyer advised 
him to plead guilty because the evi- 
dence against him was so overwhelm- 
ing. And as a result of this interven- 
tion. he served no further time in Jah. 

By the way. he refused to cooperate 
with the Department of Justice and 
UK. prosecutors to help them obtain 
convictions against the other conspira- 
tors. 

Partisan ends ought not Justify this 
kind of behavior. The partisan end 
here, of course, is character assassina- 
tion against President Reagan. 

In order to achieve that objective, 
majority staff has pretended to' the 
status of investigators of the Depart- 
ment of Justice, the article 3 branch 
itself and the Congress Itself. Partisan 
politics should not operate for the 
purpose of turning violent internation- 
al criminals loose. 

The majority has lost control of lU 
staff. This institution is out of controL 
It hMM been kiting checks through the 
dealing cocaine through the 
post office, and now springing danger- 
ous international criminals. Thto has 
got to st op. _ ^ • 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker. I yield! 
minutes to the distinguished- gent lei 
man from Illinois IMri HtmI. 
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vn gtPBB per- 
JaloD to re v i w. waA cactg B d hii re- 

Mr. HYDE. li£.8k)eftkor. I think Mr. 
liver is off the hook. He ww ictias 
. the mcent of the gentleman from 
orlda CMr. FsocilU. What he did 
M authorised hr the chairman of the 
ommlttee on Foreign Affairs. So he 
certainly not cninable of anjthing. 
But 1 would ask the gentieinaD froie 
orMa (Mr. PaacBxl whether he be* 
;vcs in comity, whether he believes 
the rules of the House, whether he 
inks it is appropriate or proper for 
person unilaterally to authorise 
I intervention in a criminal case for 
e purpose of reducing the sentence 
a convicted felon because he is 
ing to cooperate or has cooperated 
th whom, not the Congress, not the 
mmittee. but with the gentleman 
om Florida CMr. FascellI. through 
5 agent. 

>fow. in the Iran-Contra hearings, 
e gentleman will remember, when 
granted immunity we voted on it. 
'.at was a question, should we do 
.s. should we not? When one Inter- 
nes in an ongoing criminal does 
e not think propriety, comity and 
3ence of hypoc^y would dictate 
It one contact the gentleman from 
chigan CMr. BaDoimiLD]? I do not 
re about myself, but to unilaterally 
yourself determine that you are the 
ngress and you have the authority 
send your counsel in and intervene 
an ongoing criminal case without 
y notice to us makes a mockery of 
partisanship. 

t is an abuse of the rules, and it is 
; gentleman who sasrs it was done 
der his authority. Why did you not 
n the letter? Can you not elevate an 
ervention into a criminal sentence 
the dignity of the Member’s signa- 
•e? Did the staff have the authority 
do that? 

^^idently you have given it to them, 
“haps nunc pro tunc, perhaps not. I 
not know. 

The letter does not say. But all I 
ow is Mr. Oliver is a powerful man. I 
nder what kind of immunity he 
Jited to this person. We will learn 
put that later. 

FASCELL. Bfir. Speaker, will the 
itle man yield? 

St. HTDE. I yield to the gentleman 
m Florida, because the gentleman 
s some statements to make. I am 

“e. 

Si. PASCELL. Mr. Speaker. I am 
d the gentleman finally picked on 
neo ne his ste. 

St. HYDE. The gentleman U vertl- 
ly Challenged, and 1 am gravltaUnn- 

y 

dr. PASCELL. Mr. Speaker, if the 
Itleman win continue to yield, is the 
mmittee on F ore ig n Affairs duly 
istiluted? We have majority staff. I 
ve never been through this. 

Sr. HYDE. And there are Repxibll- 
ps on that committee, too. I know 
? gentleman fmeta that 


Mk 9MBCELU. I oademantf ttaai. 
You want me to run your staff now? 
Are you goiiv to glee me that author- 
ity? 

Mr. HTDE. X JCBt want to know 
what Is going OB. 

Mr. wABTWf An you have to do is 

Biz:. HYZflGL ConMder thla an ongoing 
liBiiitry forthe rest of this tenn, as to 
what is going on. 

Bic. FABCEEX. It Is about time we 
hswu had Chat kind of bipartisan offer. 

I fsBt wuzsted ta polzd out ttiat aa a 
preihntnary matter their testimony Is 
theses The task tone, when It is eon- 
stttntfd, wfB decide whether or not it 
is worth a deposition. 

Mr. KYDEL We would have liked the 
opportunity to decide whether or not 
it was worth a reduction in his sen- 
tence. 

Bdr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker. I 
yield znyseif such time as 1 may con- 
some. 

Mr. Speaker, we really had some ex- 
tzmordlnary language here this after- 
noon. What I would like to do Is to 
begin with ms straight a statement of 
the facta as I understand them and as 
I am able to make without a lot of pej- 
orative language. 

Mr. Speaker, during the past week, a 
letter written by Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittee Chief counsel Spencer Oliver 
to n.S. District Court Judge Jack B. 
Weinstein has generated controversy 
and several ezpremions of concern by 
Membos of the minority. 

Congressman HTin conveyed to me 
his own concerns abotit Bilr. Oliver's 
letter in a letter dated Jairoary 37. I 
responded on January 31. With his 
coznent. I would ask that our corre- 
spazuienoe be entered into the Ricokd 
at this point. 

I would like to try to explain how 
the letter written by Mr. Oliver came 
to be. azid to address some of the con- 
cerns raised by Blr. Htds and several 
of our colleagues. 

Members of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee have been operating under 
uncertain and ambiguous circum- 
stances sizice the Speaker announced a 
formal investigation of the October 
Surprise allegatiozis last August, and it 
was agreed that a special committee 
task force to investigate these allega- 
tiozis would be formed. During the 
psst 6 months, no one really has had 
the power to act for the task force. 
Yet Izifonziation ooDceming these alle- 
gallons has continued to emerge and 
issues desrly within the jurisdiction of 
the Coznznittee on Foreign Affairs 
have aziMn. Durlzig much of this 
period, we have also been out of ses- 

SlOZL 

In the months since the Speaker's 
amiounccment, many private cltizezis 
have sppzoached cozigresrionsi offices 
with informs tion they claimed sup- 
ported or refuted key October Sur- 
prise allegatinns A large amount of 
this nnsnllrited material has come to 
B&eoibcn and staff of the Comzaittee 
on Fore i gn Affaiza, which has been 


puMidy fdeBtffled as the home of the* 
pi opoa e d House taskforce. 

Cozzizziittee membeEs and staffers 
have not conducted depositions or 
taken any actions that shoukl only be 
taken by a fully e mp o w ered task forea. 
People approaching the committee 
have usually been told that the infon 
mstlon they provided would be turned 
over CO the House task force, when 
and if it ia empowered, 

Spencer Olives ia counsel to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs and has- 
served aa a eontaci person for inf omia> 
tion relatizig to these allegations. In 
this capacity. BCr. OFver has been sp- 
pioached by people outside the C3ov- 
eminent with information coneeminc 
these allegationa Mr. Oliver has 
spoken to me periodkaily about infor- 
mation he Judged impoitant or time- 
sensitive. 

Late last November. Mr. Oliver was 
contacted by the attorney represent- 
ing Idr. Dirk Stofiberg. a South Afri- 
can in detention before trial for illegal 
anna sales. The attorney told Mr. 
OUver that Mr. Stotfberw had inlor- 
matkm relating to the October Sur- 
prise allegations azid wanted to pass 
this tnformation on to Congress. 

In mid-December. Blr. Stoffberg's at- 
torney informed Mr. Oliver that Bfr. 
Stoffberg had pled guilty and might 
be released soon. It was possible, 
therefore, that Idr. Stoffberg might be 
out of Jail, and perhaps out of the 
country— and therefore less accessible 
to congresslonsi investigators— before 
Congress reconvened and a House task 
force could be fonztally empowered. 

In view of this time constraint 
Chairman Fascill and I agreed that 
Mr. Oliver should talk with Mr. Stoff- 
berg before his release. On the basis of 
such a meeting, the House task force, 
should it be empowered, could decide 
whether a formal deposition from Mr. 
Stoffberg would be necessary. 

Mr. Oliver met with Mr. Stoffberg 
on two occasions. The first meeting 
took place on December 26. 199 L Mr. 
Stoffberg told Mr. Oliver that he met 
William Casey in London in the 
summer of 1980, and that Bir. Casey 
had discussed the hostages and had 
sought Mr. Stoffberg's assistance in 
arranging an arms deal with Iran. 
About 10 days later. Blr. Stoffberg's 
attorney sent to Blr. Oliver documents 
which, 1 am told, appear to corrobo- 
rate some of Mr. Stoffberg's state- 
ments about his whereabouts in 1980. 

On January 10, 1992. Blr. OUver 
briefed me on the information Sir. 
Stoffberg had provided. Mr. Oliver 
also told me that Mr. Stoffberg's at- 
torney had requested that a letter ex- 
plaining Mr. Stoffberg’s cooperation 
with the committee be sent to U.S. 
District Court Judge Jack Weinstein, 
who would be sentencing Bfr. Stoff- 
berg. Mr. Oliver d ls en s sed the appro- 
priatenen of these letters with experi- 
enced outside emiziael. izicladinr Larry 
Baroella, the attorney I I n t e n d to ap- 
point chief eouzael for the task force. 
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the desirability of assisting Congress 
in its important work where there is 
no strong conflict of interest with the 
court’s sentencing responsibilities, 
that were it not for the intervention of 
Congress, this defendant would have 
been sentenced to a longer term of im- 
prisonment because he threatened vio- 
lence during the course of his criminal 
activitv. 

Mr. Speaker, that is the cause before 
us. and 1 wish to indict no one. 1 wish 
to make sure that this sort of activity 
does not sweep over us again. 

Repeatedly we have been told, and 
from now on until 9 o'clock tonight we 
will be told 10.000 times in this well 
that this investigation has never been 
authorized. We need a select task force 
to begin an October Surprise investi- 
gation because there never has been 
one. That Is what they will say over 
the next 3 to 4 hours, and yet what we 
have heard for the last 40 minutes is 
that indeed there was one. 

Mr. Speaker. I will insert in the 
Record at this point a statement by 
Mr. William Broomtirld. who said: 

• • • Let me say that to my knowledge the 
Foreign Affairs Committee has never com- 
missioned a formal investigation of this 
matter. Prom time to time, however, the mi- 
nority has become aware, usually from the 
press, that the majority Members and staff 
have been undertaking various investigatory 
activities. 

The letter referred to follows: 

COMMITTO OR Forxzgr ArTAias. 

WtuhingUm, DC, February 4. 1992. 
Hon. Boa McEwxr. 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 

Dear Bob: 1 have received your letter of 
January 31 to Chairman Dante Pascell of 
the Foreign Affairs Committee in which you 
request access to ail Committee files per- 
taining to an investigation of the so-called 
"October Surprise” matter, and in particu- 
lar the Committee's Involvement with an in- 
dividual named Dirk Stof fberg. This request 
was made pursuant to Rule XI.2(3)(2) of the 
House of Representatives, which entitles 
any member of the House to have access to 
all committee records and files. 

First of all. let me say that to my knowl- 
edge the Foreign Affairs Committee has 
never commissioned a formal investigation 
of this matter. From time to time, however, 
the Minority has become aware, usually 
from the press, that Majority members and 
staff have been undertaking various investi- 
gatory activities. 

I understand that the Committee is pre- 
paring to respond to your request by provid- 
ing you access to certain files in possession 
of the Committee and its subcommittees. 
The Minority wUl participate fuUy in any 
arrangements made by the Majority for this 
purpose. 

In addition, the Minority is prepared to 
provide you complete access, at your con- 
venience. to any related records in our pos- 
session. Expecting that the October Sur- 
prise would continue to be of Congressional 
interest, the Minority staff has InformaUy 
compiled some files on this matter. In con- 
formance with Rule XI. I am prepared to 
offer you complete access to these files, 
which contain both publicly avaUable infor- 
mation and material prepared by the staff, 
without any exception whatsoever. 

Thank you for your interest in this 
matter. I agree that access to all the infor- 


mation available to Congress, including the 
complete fUes of the Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittee. la extremely important to all the 
members of the House as they decide 
whether to authorize this politically sensi- 
tive investigation. 

Sincerely. 

William S. Bboomiteld. 
Ranking Republican Member. 

Mr. Speaker. I Include that along 
with the letter on the Foreign Affairs 
Committee stationery in which they 
said there was an ongoing investiga- 
tion. 

One final point. In the sUtement by 
the defense attorney, the defense at- 
torney said in the sentencing hearing 
that the reason that this gunrunner 
has not cooperated with the Justice 
Department was because “congression- 
al investigators don't want this infor- 
mation out. It’s their investigation, 
and that's it.’’ 

So, therefore, we have people who 
have not brought any knowledge to 
the Republicans under any circum- 
stances conducting their own investi- 
gation. making their own representa- 
tions. designed to have it leaked to no 
one, least of all Members of Congress 
on this side of the aisle or to the Jus- 
tice Department. 

□ 1640 

Mr. Speaker. I am only asking this: 
Let the Democrats that control the bi- 
partisan advisory group set some 
guidelines for this activity. 

Mr. Speaker. I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

MOnOR OrrEBED BT mb. CZFHABirT 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker. I 
move to lay the resolution on the 
table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
Murtha). This is a preferential 
motion. 

The Clerk will report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Gephardt moves to lay the resolution 
on the ubie. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
Gephardt) 

The question was taken: and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Walker) 
there were— yeas 13. nays 8. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi- 
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were— yeas 249, nays 
160, not voting 25. as follows: 

[Roll No. 8] 

YEAS-249 


Abercrombie 

Anthony 

Bellenson 

Ackerman 

Applefate 

Bennett 

Alexander 

Aapln 

Berman 

Anderaon 

Atkins 

BevlU 

Andrewa (ME) 

AuColn 

Bilbray 

Andrews iTX) 

Baochui 

Blackwell 

Annunslo 

Barnard 

Bonlor 


Borskl 

Hubbard 

Penny 

Boucher 

Huefeaby 

Perkins 

Boxer 

Huches 

Peterson (PL) 

Brewster 

Jacobs 

Peterson (MN) 

Brooks 

Jefferson 

Pickett 

Browder 

Jenkins 

Pickle 

Brown 

Johnson (SD) 

Poshard 

Bruce 

Johnston 

Price 

Bryant 

Jones (OA> 

RahaU 

Bustamante 

Jones (NO 

Rangel 

Byron 

Jontt 

Rsy 

Campbell (CO) 

KanKnakl 

Reed 

Cardin 

Kaptur 

Richardson 

Carper 

Kennedy 

Roe 

Carr 

Kcnnelly 

Roemer 

Chapman 

KUdse 

Rose 

Clemmit 

Kleeika 

Rostenkowskl 

Colllna(IL) 

Kopetskl 

Rowland 

CoUlns(MI) 

Kostmayer 

Roybal 

Coodit 

LaPalce 

Russo 

Conyers 

1 surest rr 

Sabo 

Cooper 

laRocco 

Sanders 

Costello 

r^iiyHHw 

Sangmetster 

Cox(lL) 

Lehman (CA) 

Sarpallus 

Coyne 

Lehman (PL) 

Savage 

Cramer 

Levin (Ml) 

Sawyer 

Darden 

Lewis (OA) 

Scheuer 

de la Garza 

liplnakl 

Schroeder 

DeLauro 

Lloyd 

Schumer 

Dellums 

Lone 

Serrano 

Derrick 

Lowey (NY) 

Sharp 

Dicks 

Luken 

Slkorskl 

Dlnsell 

Manton 

Slslsky 

Dixon 

Manincx 

Skaegs 

Donnelly 

Matsul 

Skelton 

Dooley 

Mavrouies 

Slattery 

Dorvan (ND) 

Mazzoli 

Slaughter 

Downey 

McCloskey 

Smith (FL) 

Durbin 

McDermott 

Smith (lA) 

Dwyer 

McHugh 

Solarz 

Early 

McMUlen (MD) 

Spratt 

Edsrards (TX) 

McNulty 

Staggers 

Encel 

Mfume 

Stallings 

Enxllsh 

Miller (CA) 

Stenholm 

Erdreich 

Mineta 

Stokes 

Espy 

Mink 

Studds 

Evans 

Moakley 

Swett 

Faacell 

Mollohan 

Swift 

Fazio 

Montgomery 

Synar 

Pelghan 

Moody 

Tallon 

Flake 

Moran 

Tanner 

Foglietta 

Murphy 

Tauzin 

Ford (Ml) 

Murtha 

Taylor (MS) 

Ford (TN) 

Nagle 

Thornton 

Frank (MA) 

Natcher 

Torres 

Rost 

Neal (IdA) 

Torricelli 

Cejdenson 

Neal (NO 

Towns 

Gephardt 

Nowak 

Traf leant 

Oeren 

Oakar 

Trmxler 

Gibbons 

Oberstar 

Unsoeid 

Gllckman 

Obey 

Valentine 

Gonzalez 

Olin 

Venio 

Gordon 

Giver 

Vlsclosky 

Guannl 

Ortiz 

Volkmer 

Hall (OH) 

Orton 

WashmgtL n 

Hall (TX) 

Owens ( NY ) 

Waters 

Hamilton 

Owens (UT) 

Waxman 

Harris 

Pallone 

Weiss 

Hatcher 

Paneiia 

Wheat 

Hayes iIL) 

Parker 

WlUlams 

Hefner 

Pastor 

Wilson 

Hertel 

Patterson 

Wise 

Hoagland 

Payne (NJ) 

Wolpe 

Hochbrueckner 

Payne (VA) 

Wyden 

Horn 

Pease 

Yates 

Hoyer 

Pelosl 

Yatron 


NAYS— 160 


Allard 

Cllnger 

Pranks(CT) 

AUen 

Coble 

Oallegly 

Archer 

Coleman (MO) 

Gallo 

Armey 

Combest 

Oekas 

Baker 

Coughlin 

Gllchrest 

Ballenger 

Cox (CA) 

OUlmor 

Barrett 

Crane 

Oilman 

Barton 

Cunningham 

Gingrich 

Bateman 

Davis 

Ooodling 

Bereuter 

DeLay 

Goss 

Blllrakis 

Dickinson 

Gradlson 

Bliley 

Doolittle 

Orandy 

Boehiert 

Doman (CA) 

Green 

Boehner 

Dreler 

Gunderson 

Broomfield 

Duncan 

Hammerschm idt 

Bunmng 

Edsrards (OK) 

Hancock 

Burton 

Emerson 

Hansen 

Callahan 

Ewing 

Hastert 

Camp 

Fawcll 

Heney 

Campbell (CA) 

Fields 

Henry 

Chandler 

FUh 

Herger 
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MEMORANDUM AND ORDER 
CR 91-524 


X 


For the Plaintiff: 

Seth Marvin 

Assistant United States Attorney 
Eastern District of New York 
225 Cadman Plaza East 
Brooklyn, NY 11201 

For the Defendant: 

Thomas F.X. Dunn 
7 Dey Street 
Suite 1400 
New York, NY 10007 

WEINSTEIN, J.: 

Defendant pled guilty to violation of munitions export laws. 
His sentencing guideline range is 8-14 months. Because he 
threatened violence during the course of his criminal activity, 
defendant would have been sentenced to 13 months, near the top of 
the guideline range, were it not for the intervention of 
Congress. He has already been in custody for 8*$ months. The 
case poses the question: can a request for clemency by Congress 
support a downward departure in the guideline offense level? As 
indicated below, the answer is yes. 

The Chief Counsel of the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
House of Representatives requests that the court consider 



defendant's cooperation with the Conunittee. The letter reads: 

One Hundred Second Congress 
Congress of the United States 
Committee on Foreign Affairs 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

January 10, 1992 
Dear Judge Weinstein: 

Mr. Dirk Francois Stoffberg has to date provided the 
House of Representatives Committee on Foreign Affairs with 
substantial assistance in an on-going investigation. It is 
expected that this assistance will continue into the future. 

In addition, Mr. stoffberg has offered to have his 
testimony preserved by deposition. He has also agreed to 
testify at any open or closed Congressional hearing if and. 
when requested to do so. Our investigation pertains to the 
question whether the 52 Americans taken captive in Iran were 
held past the election of 1980 in violation of any U.S. 
laws. This issue is commonly referred to as the "October 
Surprise. " 

Although Mr. Stoffberg 's cooperation may not lead to 
any criminal action, the information which he has 
voluntarily provided to us has already been helpful and, to 
some extent, has been corroborated by other evidence. I 
would, therefore, request that Mr. Stoffberg 's cooperation 
be taken into consideration by you in the determination of 
his sentence. 

I would be pleased to discuss the matter of Mr. 
Stoffberg 's cooperation with you or your law clerk at any 
time before Mr. Stoffberg 's sentencing. 

Sincerely yours, 

/s/ 

R. SPENCER OLIVER 
Chief Counsel 

It is the government's view that the court can impose a 
sentence of time served, within the guidelines, without 
considering whether a downward departure is permitted on request 
of a representative of Congress. Such an approach is generally 
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••ntMCtt of tiiio Borvod, vithln tho guldollnos, without 
consldoring vhothor a downward dapartura is parsittad on raquast 
of a rapraaantativa of Congraas. such an approach is ganarally 
appropriata. It is not, howavar, dasirabla to avoid tha downward 
dapartura Issua in this casa; tha nattar nay arisa again and 
again without an opportunity for congress to test tha courts' 
authority to depart downward as a reward for a cooperating 
witness. Qtt. Wabraska Press Ass'n v. Stuart. 427 U.S. 539, 546- 
48 (1976) (consideration not barred where the issua is likely to 
arisa again and yet escape review) ; Evan Tsen Lea, 
Deconstitutionalizing Justiciabi lity; The Example of Mootnfi6i> 

105 Harv. L. Rav. 603, 634-35 (1991) (shift from constitutional 
to prudential standards on mootnass, standing, and ripeness) ; 
644-45, 648 (not an advisory opinion to decide a case on the 
merits over objection of mootness, ripeness, lack of standing, or 
that tha opinion is not necessary for tha disposition) . 

Tha proper relationship among the three branches of 
government, legislative, executive, and judicial, in the field of 
sentencing continues to be perplexing and important. 

Mistretta v. United States . 488 U.S. 361 (1989) (composition of 
United States Sentencing Commission does not violate the 
separation of powers) . One aspect of that relationship is now 
presented. 

There are a variety of sequences possible in applying 
departure rules. One is to determine what the sentence would be 
without a departure, U.S. Sentencin g Comm'n Guidelines Manual, at 
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970 


1 (Nov. 199X) , than to consider whether a departure Is desirable, 
then to decide the aaount of the departure (in terns of tine or 
offense level) , and, finally, to apply the departure to arrive at 
the actual sentence. Sfis id. ; sLb United States v. Kin . 896 F.2d 
678, 685 (2d Cir. 1990) (upward departure); United St ates v. Coe. 
891 F.2d 405, 412>13 & n.9 (2d Cir. 1989) (sane). This explicit, 
step-bystep nethod is desirable in the instant case since the 
court is bein? asked by Congress to signal to the present 
defendant and to future defendants a capacity to treat a 
Congressional request as an application for an appropriate 
downward departure. 

Section SKl.i of the guidelines does not permit a downward 
departure because, as the government properly argues, in the 
language of the section, the defendant has not "provided 
substantial assistance [to prosecutors] in the investigation or 
prosecution of another person who has committed an 
offense . . . Moreover, in the absence of a request from the 
United states Attorney, a downward departure under section SKl.l 

is generally not available. See , e.a. . United States v. Agu . 

r.2d , , 1991 WL 237844 (2d Cir. 1991); United States V. 

Khan . 920 F.2d 1100, 1106 (2d Cir. 1990), cert, denied . Ill S. 

Ct. 1606 (1991). 

By contrast, section 5K2.0 of the guidelines permits 
departure on the court's own motion or on request from the 
defendant or any other person or body. As the Sentencing 
Commission points out in its policy statement on section 5K2.0, 



*'[son« c] IrcuBstances [which] may warrant departure from tha 
guideline* . . . cannot, by their very nature, be compreheneively 
listed and analyzed in advance." Guidelines Manual. Policy 
Statement to S 5K2.0, at 320. 

The Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit has suggested 
that cooperation with a body other than the United States 
Attorney's Office night fall within section 5K2.0. In Vnittd 
fitafces V. Aqu . _ F.2d 1991 WL 237844 (2d Cir. 1991), for 

example, Judge Newman pointed out that the requirement of a 
prosecutor's motion for a section 5K1.1 departure was "settled" 
in this circuit, but he cited with approval Vnite<A S1?atfla Yt 
Khan . 920 P.2d 1100, 1106-07 (2d Cir. 1990). Sflfi £l3Ui 1991 WL 
237844, at Khan in dicta indicated that information offered 

"regarding actions [defendant] took, which could not be used by 
the government to prosecute other individuals" could be used for 
a downward departure. 920 r.2d at 1107 (defendant may have saved 
the life of a confidential DBA informant) . hSDl noted that "the 
cooperation covered by section 5X1.1 is cooperation with the 
prosecution, leaving cooperation with the courts available as a 
ground for departure in the absence of a government motion, 

presumably under section 5X2.0." hSilt 1991 WL 237844, at 

(citing United States v. Garcia . 926 r.2d 125 (2d Cir. 1991)). 

In Garcia the Second Circuit approved a downward departure based 
on the defendant's "activities facilitating the proper 
administration of justice" in the courts. XsLb et 128; six Vll i ted 
Stetee v. Sanchez . 927 F.2d 1092, 1094 (9th Cir. 1991) (based on 
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d«£«Rdant*a Maistanca In a civil forfaitura procaading, tha 
dlatrict coiirt proparly daniad downward dapartura undar saction 
5K1.1 and axarcisad diacration not to depart undar aaction 
5K2.0) . 

It cooperation with tha coujrta ia covered by section 5K2.0, 
90 , too, ia cooperation with Congresa. 

HaEiAli, 936 F.2d 568 (4th cir. 1991) (unpublished opinion 
available on WESTIAW) (Mumaghan, J., diaaentlng) ("I would 
renand to the district judge to permit him to reconsider [the 
effect of] Harrell's cooperation with congressional authorities 
(investigating fraud at HOD.]")* The courts have sentencing 
authority to reward cooperation of a defendant with an agency 
other than the prosecution when the United States Attorney has 
not requested a downward departure. 

The Chief Counsel's letter of January 10, 1992 ia, in 
effect, a request for a downward departure. Comity between 
independent branches of government suggests the desirability of 
assisting congress in its important work where there is no strong 
conflict with a court's other sentencing responsibilities. 
Balancing Congressional needs and the judicial sentencing 
responsibilities in this case requires a downward departure in 
the exercise of the court's discretion. 

In view of the Importance of defendant's cooperation with 
Congress, a downward departure of three offense levels is 
appropriate. Absent such a departure, his offense level would be 
11, with a guideline range of 8-14 months in prison. With the 



deimward adjustMnt« his of fans* lavol is •, proYiding s rsngs of 
2 to • Bonths. Sines hs has asrvsd s^ Bontbs, bs is ordsrsd 
rslsassd fortbvitb* Tbs ssntsncs is staysd for 7 days to psrBit 
tbs Unitsd Statss Attomsy to appsal and to sssk a furtbsr stay 
froB tbs Court of Appsals. 


SO OROEREO. 




/Jack B. Wsinstsin 
United States District Judge 


Dated: Brooklyn, Mew York 

January 21, 1992 
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Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, hai 
the minority used all their time? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
McEwcf 1 has expired. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker. I yield 
16 minutes to the distinguished gentle- 
man from Indiana (Mr. HsioLToif]. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, of course I rise in sup- 
port of the resolution. I think I under- 
stand some of the deep feelings that 
have been expressed here this after- 
noon and this evening. I would like to 
try to put Into some context my feel- 
ings about this investigation. 

Mr. Speaker, obviously the thresh- 
old question is why we have an investi- 
gation? There are three reasons. 

Tlie first of those reasons are the 
circumstances of the time. The second 
is the seriousness of the allegations. 
The third is the evidence. 

Let us start with the first one. that 
is, the circumstances of 1980 and 1981. 
Surely anybody would have to say 
that these circumstances were unusual 
and extraordinary. American hostages 
were released within minutes after 
Ronald Reagan was sworn in as Presi- 
dent of the United States. Significant 
quantities of arms are alleged to have 
begxm to flow very shortly thereafter. 

When asked about the report of 
these arms transfers, former Reagan 
administration officials say they 
cannot recall any such transfers, and 
they have offered conflicting accounts 
of their origin and purpose. These cir- 
cumstances are just extraordinary. 
That is reason No. 1. 

Reason No. 2. 1 think, does not need 
elaboration. These aUegations are ex- 
tremely serious. Successful or not. any 
effort by representatives of the 
Reagan campai^ to influence the out- 
come of the 1980 election, to delay the 
release of the hostages, all of us would 
surely agree if those allegations are 
true, then they represent a grave and 
dangerous abuse of constitutional 
process and a profound injustice. 

Sure, we have other issues that are 
Important on the agenda today. But 
protecting the constitutional processes 
of the United States has to be ranked 
as a major priority. 

Now. these aUegations are sufficient- 
ly alarming that former President 
Carter has called for an investigation. 
President Bush has said that he would 
like to see this matter put to rest 
President Reagan has said that we 
should do all we can to clear the air. 
Fourteen of the former hnstagea and 
I would urge Members to read their 
letter, have urged a formal congres- 
sional inquiry. 

Let me say that I genuinely hope 
that these allegations can be di ^ rov en 
conclusively. I have yet to see any con- 
clusive evidence of wrongdoing. But 
neither have 1 seen aU of the evidence 
or heard from all who claim to have 
witnessed or participated in these 
eventa 


If these aUegations can be proven 
falM, they wiU be put to rest, and the 
stains on the reputations of many 
public servants who have been impli- 
cated wlU be removed. 

If the aUegations are proven true, 
corrective steps wUl need to be taken. 
If the aUegations are true, we would 
do a disservice to the country if we 
faUed to pursue an Inquiry. 

If the aUegations are false, we would 
do a disservice to those who have been 
accused of misconduct if we faU to go 
forward. 

Mr. Speaker. I do not see how one 
can get to the bottom of these matters 
unless one has a formal investigation 
by an official party with subpoena 
power, able to take statements under 
oath and to obtain secure access to in- 
formation. 

Mr. Speaker, how does one get to the 
bottom of this unless one has that 
kind of official power? Even these in- 
vestigatory tools may not get us to the 
truth. But without them, the chances 
of learning the truth and ending the 
controversy are slim. 

Mr. Speaker, the other point is the 
evidence. I have heard many state- 
ments deriding the evidence, and I 
have to acknowledge that one has to 
approach this evidence with a lot of 
skepticism. 

□ 2040 

Let me briefly, very briefly, try to 
summarize some of that evidence. 

It is widely agreed that the Reagan 
campaign officials were deeply con- 
cerned about the possible poUtical 
Impact of a release of the American 
hoatagea Mr. AUen, Mr. Denver have 
both said that 

Jamshid Hashemi gave a detaUed ac- 
count of a series of meetings he claims 
took place in Madrid in 1980, between 
Iranian Government representatives 
and Reagan campaign director WU- 
ilam Casey. Five other sources inde- 
pendently claim knowledge of meet- 
ings involvhig Casey and Iranians in 
Madrid in July, and corroborate much 
of what Hashemi’s characterization of 
the content of those meetings waa 

Several sources report a series of 
meetings among William Casey. Irani- 
an officials, and IsrmeU officials that 
took place in Paris over a weekend in 
October 1980. 

I wlU name names: Hushang Lavi, an 
Iranian arms dealer Oswald Lewlnter, 
a man who claims to have worked for 
Uhited States intelligence officers; two 
men with aoeea a to fYench intelli- 
genoe; a French lawyer Arif Durrani, 
a Paklatani arms dealer William Herr- 
mann, an American CIA contractor an 
Arab diplomat, and there are other in- 
dications of evidence. 

Let me repeat again, this is some of 
the evidence suggesting that a deal 
was arranged. That evldenoe surely 
should be treated with skeptidam, and 
the credibUity of several key sources is 
questionable. And those sources need 
to be regarded with caution. 
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Similarly, several individuals who 
have disputed some of these allega- 
tions also appear to have been mistak- 
en or Incorrect in their recollections. 

Now. the magazine reports that have 
been referred to so often have chal- 
lenged the October Surprise allega- 
tions and evidence. In my view, the 
fact that these magazines reached 
plausible but entirely different conclu- 
sions, for example, from Mr. Sick's 
book only underscores the need for a 
formal investigation. And may I point 
out to my colleagues that none of 
those Journalists had the subpoena 
power, none of them so far as 1 know 
was able even to interview Mr. Ha- 
shemi. They simply were not able to 
contact a lot of the sources, not be- 
cause they did not try but because 
they did not have the investigatory 
power. 

I think we know enough about these 
charges to identify the lines of in- 
quiry. and I understand that some of 
my colleagues are saying tonight that 
it is a waste of time pursuing this in- 
quiry when there are so many urgent 
issues before us. And I agree, of 
course, that the Congress must make 
the important issues of the day its top 
priority. 

But I also think we have the ability 
in this institution and the responsibil- 
ity to focus on several important 
issues at one time. 

Let me say a word about the investi- 
gation as I see it developing. The task 
force will make every effort to coordi- 
nate with the Senate. As beat I can 
judge, the investigation will proceed in 
two stagea First, we will examine the 
paper trail associated with these alle- 
gations. This win involve locating and 
reviewing a substantial existing body 
of evidence relating to these allega- 
tions. During this stage the task force 
will take a lot of depositions. 

Once that stage of inquiry is com- 
pleted, the task force will then decide 
whether or not public hearings are 
warranted. The inquiry will be struc- 
tured so that it can be altered or 
stopped at any point, if the facts 
demand. 

The task force’s primary objective 
will be to determine what, if anything, 
happened in 1980. 

I understand my friends on the mi- 
nority side have some real conoems. 
One of those concerns, as they have 
e x p res s ed repeatedly, is the scope of 
the invesUgation. Let me make several 
comments with respect to that. 

First, this inquiry is pr o mpt ed by 
significant evidence, eeitahily not con- 
clusive. concerning allegations of mis- 
conduet by the Reagan campaign team 
in 1980. The resolution authorizes an 
investigation of those allegationa I 
heard claims about carter administra- 
tion policy during the hostage crisis, 
but I have not heard allegations of 
miseonduct or illegality of the Carter 
administratioiL 

The point 1 want to make is that the 
allegations of w ro ngd oing relate to the 
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Reftgmn cminpaign tcmm. The allegm- 
tiom do not relate, to far at I know, to 
the Illegality or the misconduct of the 
Carter administration. 

The second point, may I say to my 
friends on the other side of the aisle. 
Is this, that Members of Congress 
cannot be denied and should not be 
denied the opportunity to raise issues 
they believe relevant to a matter 
before them. The policies in place 
when the alleged events of 1980 are 
said to have occurred are relevant to 
this inquiry. 

Members of the task force would 
certainly be able to raise any questions 
or issues whose relevance to the task 
force mandate can reasonably be dem- 
onstrated. 

Now. about the duration of the in- 
vestigation. My friends on the minori- 
ty side want to limit the investigation 
to a set time, six months. May I say to 
my colleagues that I really do have a 
lot of sympathy with that demand, 
but certainly they can understand 
that when we are investigating, we do 
not know how that investigation will 
go. We are going to have to begm by 
seeking security clearances for some of 
our people. That is a process that took 
months during the Iran-Contra inves- 
tigation. We do not control that. The 
executive branch controls it. and if 
they wanted to delay for 3 or 4 
months, and I am not making the ac- 
cusation that they do. but if they 
wanted to. it could hold us up. 

Second, evidence concerning these 
allegations is likely to be scattered 
around the world, and it is going to 
take time to locate them. And next, we 
are going to have to deal with a 
niunber of foreign governments. And 
when we deal with foreign govern- 
ments, we have to deal with the proto- 
col of those governments and go 
through their channels. And we 
cannot force that process or speed 
that process. 

I do hope my friends understand 
that the time limit is finite because it 
relates to the 103d Congress, but I do 
believe that imposing a time limit 
would really be quite unwise. We plan 
to go where the facts lead us. We do 
not know the facts. We do not know 
how much time will be needed to get 
there. And it is to no one's advantage 
to trade speed for thoroughness. 

Let me conclude with a few personal 
observations. I want to do the very 
best I can to make this investigation 
thorough, professional and fair. I 
intend to conduct this investigation in 
as bipartisan a manner as possible. I 
have worked frequently with the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Bir. Htdk], your 
task force leader. He is an able and 
honorable man in this institution, and 
he and I will work hard together. I am 
confident, to carry this investigation 
out properly. 

I will not try to blindside Members 
or to deny them an opportunity for 
fair and reasonable access to the docu- 
ments and to the witnesses. 


I frankly do not understand the in- 
tensity of some of the opposition to 
this task force. If Members are confi- 
dent that the alleged events of 1980 
did not occur, what then do they have 
to fear from a formal inquiry? Do they 
not see the advantages of our country 
putting to rest these concerns and sus- 
picions? Would we not all be better off 
if a serious and thorough effort is 
made to find out what did and what 
did not happen in 1980? Why let these 
allegations continue to undermine 
public trust in our government and 
the reputations of so many individ- 
uals? 

My own view is it would be better for 
us to try to find out what we can with 
this special Investigation and with the 
tools that are available to us. 

□ 2050 

I understand that some say that a 
House investigation is bound to be par- 
tisan and unfair. I cannot see how any 
political party or any elected official, 
least of aU those of us on the task 
force, could benefit from an investiga- 
tion that is perceived to be partisan or 
sloppy or less than thorough. I know 
that a perfect investigation is not pos- 
sible. but a flawed investigation would 
damage the reputations of those who 
conducted It and reflect unfavorably 
on this House. 

Finally, let me say that I will do my 
best to see that this inquiry is carried 
out with a small staff and a modest 
budget. We will hire outside legal 
counsel and investigators as needed, 
but we will rely as much as possible on 
current congressional staff and other 
staff that can be seconded. We recog- 
nize the need to keep the cost of the 
inquiry as low as possible while pro- 
ceeding expeditiously. 

Mr. Speaker. I urge the adoption of 
this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker. I include for the 
Record the memorandum of general 
counsel Steven R. Ross and deputy 
general counsel Charles Tiefer on the 
subject of the authority for a chair- 
man to initiate a committee inquiry. 

'The document referred to follows: 

Mekosamdum 

From: Steven R. Rosa General Counsel to 
the Clerk, and Charles Tiefer. Deputy 
General Counsel to the Clerk. 

Subject: Authority for Chairman to Initiate 
Committee Inquiries 

We have been asked whether a House 
Committee Chairman has authority to initi- 
ate a committee Investigation involving cer- 
tain stepa such as writing letteia without a 
committee vote. As dsecrihert below, the 
courts have found such a procedure entirely 
appropriate. Many investigative aetiona like 
■rhJMiiiHnf hearlnga ■******»g letters relating 
to an investigation, or asking staff to look 
into a matter, are among the actions by 
which a chairman appropriately provides 
for information to come to a committee. 
These are legally quite distinct from using 
the subpoena power for compulsory provi- 
sion of InfonnaticHi. and it is only the sub- 
poena power which requires the more 
formal committee authorisation steps ad- 
dressed in House Rule XI(2) (m). 


DlSCDSSUNi 

The House of Representatives's rules, 
precedents, and practices address in m a ny 
respects one of its most important proce- 
dures. the conduct of committee investiga- 
tions. House Rule XLl(b) provides: 

“Each committee is authorlMd at any 
time to conduct such investigations and 
studies as it may consider necessary or ap- 
propriate* * *.’' 

The rule only tells conunlttees they are 
"authorised at any time to conduct such In- 
vestigations." not how they are to do so. It 
is just as consistent with this rule for the in- 
stigation of the investigation, and some of 
the various steps, to occur on a chairman's 
instructions as by committee vote. More- 
over. it is well known that chairman of com- 
mittees or subcommittees have a number of 
responsibilities with respect to investiga- 
tions, including scheduling hearings and an- 
nouncing their subjects, and assigning staff 
to prepare prior to the hearings. See. e.g.. 
House Rule XI(2) (cMl) and (kkl). Both the 
Rules and Jefferson's Manual also prescribe 
the aspecu of investigatiems that typically 
require collective participation of committee 
members, such as a votes to issue subpoe- 
nas. requiremenu regarding quorums and 
closed sessions, and reports of the commit- 
tees. See. e.g.. House Rule XI(2Kg)<2). 
(hK2>. and(mKl) > 

Many House Committee investigations 
begin by committee inquiry letters asking 
for information, and asaljnilng staff to inves- 
tigate. and this procedure has recently been 
described and discussed with approval by 
the United SUtes Court of Appeals for the 
Fourth Circuit. In United Statea v. MitcheU, 
877 F.2d 294 (4th CIr. 1989), the Court 
upheld a conviction for obstructing an in- 
vestigation by the House Committee on 
.qmaJi Business. The Court said of the ob- 
struction statute that "Ctlo give 1 1505 the 
protective force it was intended, corrupt en- 
deavors to influence congressional investiga- 
tions must be proscribed even when thew 
occur prior to Jbrmal committee authoriza- 
tion, Id. at 301 (italic added). The Court 
explained the factual background: 

"Applying these principles to the case at 
hand, all of the circumstances surrounding 
this investigation point to the conclusion 
that appellants’ corrupt endeavor was di- 
rected towards a legitimate House investiga- 
tion. 77ie inxwstiffation was inatigated by the 
chair of a Houae committee that unques- 
tionably has jurisdiction over the subject 
matter of the Inquiry. 'The letter from Con- 
gressman Mitchell to the SBA expressly 
said that "(tlhis Committee is presently 
conducting an investigation" and referred to 
the Business Act for its authority to 

do so. Furthermore, the investigation was 
handled by the chief investigator of the 
Am^ii Business Committee on a continuing 
basis for several montha • * * CHhia waa a 
co n grt aa ional inveatUfution. Aoeordlngly, we 


•See House 1407 (Jefferson's Manual 

— on bUla. addreesins the requlmeot of a 
meeiiac for the oommlttee to report) ("A 
cooiBlttee . . . eaa only act tossUier. and not by 
and ou nee n i nohi t nf beine 
the report of the oooualttae but what has been 
agread to m onmmtttae actually asaaasblad**). Jef- 
ferson's Manual Is dearly s pea ki ns at this potat 
about committee reporting of blUa as this is the 
section on bUla The section regarding tnvesuga- 
section wm ‘'Examinations of Wl tn iss s s." 
House Manual 1 1 M1-4S. disnimss prooadure for 
hearings (how questkma are put. that “tesUmony 
given In aiwwer • • • before a oommlttae CJ my 
be “written down.” and si mi la r mattars) but ys 
not dlseuas steps preiUalnary to beartnge^suAm 
the chairman’s role In scheduling them and decid- 
ing their subject, writing iettera or using non- 
Member asststanea 
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imU ttiAi invuHpaikm UuhgaUd tw 
Oorngmuman MtUehM wag an inamttgatUm 
bg iha Small BoHnau CommUUa of the 
BoiM that was proCeeted by I ISOS.** Id. at 
JOl. 

When the Fourth Clraiit odd explicitly 
and repeatedly, aa the heart of Ita holdizif 
in the caae. that an ineertiiation initiated 
by the Chairman “waa a coo greaii onal in- 
veatlgatloii** and **waa an Inveitication by 
the Small Buatnem Committee," it plainly 
conaide r ed. and rejected, the anument that 
aomethinc more than the Chairman’a inlti- 
atton waa required. ICoreover. the Fourth 
Circuit counted two actiooa aa the claaaic 
aigna of a chairman-initiated, proper Inveati- 
gation: writing of a letter, and handling by 
the Committee‘8 ataff and <the "chief Invea- 
tlgator of the Small Buaineaa Committee"). 

The aame auatalning of Chairman-initiat- 
ed Inveatigationa occ u rred in the aeriea of 
Iran-contra caaee in the United Statea Dia- 
trict Court for the Dtatrict of Columbia. In 
theee well-known proee eu tiona. the back- 
ground of Houae inveatigationa waa that in 
19tt and IMd. the chairmen of the Houae 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelli- 
genoe and the Houae Subcommittee on 
Weatem Hemiaphere Affaira aent Inquiry 
lettera to the National Security Council 
seeking documenta and other information 
regarding the allegationa in prem atoriea 
about NSC acUviUea. Thoae letters were 
sent without prior committee or subcommit- 
tee votes, and the inquiries occurred with- 
out the more formal procedures of subpoe- 
nas to witneasea. or witneaaea under oaths. 
Despite the abeence of such prior votes or 
other formal procedure, members of the 
NSC staff were indicted for obstructing the 
inquiries, destroying records, and providing 
false anawen. 

The Court rejected the defendanu* chal- 
lenges to the indictment, holding that the 
defendants* acts consUtuted the felony of- 
fcnaea of obstruction of Congrem and of 
making false statements, even though the 
inquiry letters and rcsponaes occurred in 
the abee n c e of votes, subpoenas and oaths. 
See Chitted Sfafes v. North, 708 F. Supp. 372 
(OJ>.C. 1088); UniUd Statea v. North, 708 F. 
Supp. 380 (DJD.C. 1888). (The indictments 
have come into question because the NSC 
staff were later immunirnd in the 1087 Iran- 
contra hearings, but the 1087-tmmunity 
legal questions are separate from the 1985- 
88 House investigations.) * 

For the otaatnictian counts against each 
defendant, it suffloed that letters **8ent by 
The Honorable Michael Barnes. Chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Western Hemi- 
sphere Affairs of the House Foreign Affairs 
Oonunittee (BRAC). and the Honorable Lee 
Hamilton. Chairman of the House Perms- 
nent Select Committee on Intelligence 
(HPSCI). (which] referred explicitly to the 
Boland Amendment" had **instltute(d] in- 
qnirieB directed towards North's conduct re- 
garding advice and fund-raising support to 
the Nicaraguan rebel Isadem. * * * Both let- 
ters were on offldal stationery and each 
Istter was ■*g"*** by the Gongresnan in his 
official eapectty as Chatrman." 708 F. Supp. 
at 881<4tt. "In lesponae to sanerate letters 
from the chairmen. North allegedly drafted 
obstructive resporum." and "(Clhairracn of 
two of these committees wrote on behalf of 


•The wihesquent hlnorlM of the com Include 


their committees to the Prsaident * * * de- 
fendant Poindexter rcHionded in scperato 
letters to all three committees." 708 F. 
Supp. at 374 nn. 3 ft 4. 

The Court rejected objections by the de- 
fendants that such procedures would not 
suffloe for perjury prosecutions, particular- 
ly due to the absence of the oath. 
"(North's] arguments are addressed to the 
wrong forum. * * * (since! the (false state- 
ments] statute does not allow North's inter- 
pretations. Congress may set the policy it 
expects from those who deal with it Con- 
grem felt that lem exacting standards than 
are included in the perjury statute were ap- 
propriate for ensuring the integrity of gov- 
ernmental funettons. United Statee v. Otttt- 
land, 312 UH. 88. 09 (1941); (/fitted Stoics v. 
Rodoert, 488 UH. 479. 482-83 (1984)." 708 F. 
Supp. at 384. Accordingly, the Court held 
that the indictment properly stated the of- 
fenses of obstruction, and providing false 
sutements. regarding the responses that oc- 
curred to the House Committee and Sub- 
committee Chairmen's letters of inquiry. 

Of course, the various House committees 
and subcommittees have their own rules 
and procedures. Different Inquiries by dif- 
ferent committees may follow their own In- 
dividual paths. Committees may decide 
among themselves, by precedent or newly 
devised procedures, how to conduct any par- 
ticular Inquiry. A committee can even adopt 
rules requiring committee votes before initi- 
ation of major Inqulriea, as the Houae Un- 
American Activities Committee did. and if 
such a rule is adopted, "it must be strictly 
observed.’* Qoiaek v. United Statea 384 UH. 
702. 708 (1988). However. HUAC had special 
reasons, stemming from the controvenial 
nature of its investigations, for adopting 
such a rule, and the vast majority of com- 
mittees have not had any reason to adopt 
such a rule. For committees without such a 
rule, the ordinary procedures by which 
chairmen commence Inquirtes— through in- 
quiry letters, scheduling hearings, or staff 
studies-^are proper without committee 
votes in advance. The different procedural 
questions which arise when a committee in- 
vokes its power to issue compulsory process 
pursuant to the subpoena power of House 
Rule XI(2Xm) only arise when, and if. the 
committee elects to Invoke lu subpoena 
power. 

While it may be true under clause Kb) of 
Rule ZI that a committee or subcommittee 
acting as a collegial body should at some 
point meet if that question is raised to de- 
termine whether to conduct an investiga- 
tion. it is also true under clause 8(b)(1) of 
Rule X that each standing committee has 
the oversight responsibility to "review and 
study, on a continuing basis, the applica- 
tion. administration, execution and effec- 
tiveness of those laws * * * within the juris- 
diction of that committee * * *.*’ In further- 
ance of this responsibility, it has been tradi- 
tionally proper for the chairmen of commit- 
tees or subcommittees to Initiate prelimi- 
nary "reviews or studies" Le. inquirtes which 
in a general sense may be termed prelimi- 
nary investigations, in preparation for possi- 
ble investigations to be undertaken by the 
committee and subject to ultimate direction 
and control of the committee. In fact most 
Members know that committee investiga- 
tions are normally undertaken without the 
need for a formal fommittre vote where the 
need for the "investigation" is understood. 


herent authority f or a chajmea to take pre- 
llmliisry steps to request and prmsfve testi- 
mony and documents. 

The courts have even agreed that congres- 
sional investigations need not have been for- 
mally authorised pursuant to the letter of a 
committee's rules in order to be due and 
proper exerdse of the power of inquiry 
under the obstruction of witnesses sUtute 
(18 UB.C. 1986). where it is apparent from 
all surrounding dreumstaneos that the in- 
quiry Is a legitimate exetdee of the InvesU- 
gative authority within the committee's 
purview (UH. v. Mitchell, 877 F.2d 294 (4th 
Cir. 1080). 

Mr. DERRIC^ Mr. Speaker. I 
submit the following exhibltg for the 
Rbcord. 

(From the New York Times. Apr. 19. 1091 1 
Tbs Elbctxoh Stost or the Dkaob 
(By Gary Sick) 

Suspicions about a deal between the 
Reagan campaign and Iran over the hos- 
tages have circulated since the 4hnr of Presi- 
dent Reagan's inaugural, when Iran agreed 
to release the 92 American hostages exactly 
five minutes after Mr. Reagan took the oath 
of office. Later, as it known that 

arms started to flow to Iran via Israel only a 
few days after the inauguration, suspicions 
deepened that a secret arms-for-hostages 
deal had been conduded. 

Five years later, when the Iran-contra 
affair revealed what seemed to be a similar 
swap of hostages for arms delivered through 
Israel, questions were revived about the 
1980 election. In a nice, ironic twist, the 
phrase "October surprise." which Vice Pres- 
idential candidate George Bush had coined 
to warn of possible political manipulation of 
the hostages by Jixnmy Carter, began to be 
applied to the suspected s ecret activities of 
the 1080 Reagan-Buah campaign. 

I was a member of the Carter Administra- 
tion and on the staff of the National Securi- 
ty Council from August 1078 to April 1981. 
with responsibility for monitoring Iran 
policy. I first heard theee nmaore in 1081 
and 1 dismissed them aa fandfUL I again 
heard them during the 1088 election cam- 
paign. and X again refused to believe them, l 
had worked in and around the Middle East 
long enough to be skeptical of the conspira- 
cy theories that abound in the region. 

Then two years ago, I began collecting 
documentation for a book on the Reagan 
Administration’s policies toward Iran. That 
effort grew into a massive computerised 
data base, the equivalent of many thou- 
sands of pages. As I sifted through this mass 
of material. I began to recognise a curious 
pattern in the events surroundiBg the 1080 
election. Increasingly. I began to focus on 
that period, and Interviewed a wide range of 
sources. I benefited greatly tnm the help of 
many Interested, talented investigative jour- 
nalists. 

In the course of hundreds of int ervie ws , in 
the UB.. Europe and the Middle Eatt, 1 
have been told repeatedly that Individuals 
associated with the Reagan-Bush campaign 
of 1080 met secretly with XraniaB officials to 
delay the release of the Amerlean hostages 
unta after the Presidential ejection. For 
this favor. Iran was r ewarded with a sub- 
stantial supply of arms from IsraeL 

Some of the sources inte r v i ewed by me or 


trlda and appeals, sad revHwls «o oUisr srottnda 
OmUed Mtmtm v. McHK 91# FAd 843 (D.C. Cix. 
max cert demied. 111 8. CL 3339 (1991). Indlet- 

United Stem v. Jokm ML FoOidecter. No. 90-3133 
(IXC. dr. dseldsd Nov. 13. 1991.) The appeals fo- 
coBsd OD the lanw et Irnmentty. and oo aoBie of the 
jury PMtruetleaa not the ptetrtal rales mcnnrnd 
h— tvffT i i t ev T vf Uiv Imi w** - *— ** * 


or by the jssiienre of subpoenas where 
formal committee action Is deemed ne cee 
aary. 

It is essentlel, for example, that a chair- 
man’s preliminary inquiry be able to mini- 
miae the possibility of the destruction of 
documents pending their formal incorpora- 
tion as committee files. There exists an tn- 


my colleagues are or were government offi- 
cials who claimed to have knowledge of 
these events by virtue of their official duties 
or their access to Intelligence reports. Most 
on anonymity. 

Other sources are low-level intelligence 
operatives and arms desJers who are no boy 
scouts. A number of them have been arrest- 
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July 13, 1992 


TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 


Investigative Staff 


E. Lawrence Barcella, Jr. - Chief Counse 
Richard J. Leon - Chief Minority Counsel 

Investigative Procedures 




The following sets forth the informal understanding between 
the Majority and the Minority of the Task Force of certain terms 
and procedures relating to the use of law enforcement investigators 
(’•agents**) detailed to the October Surprise Task Force by Executive 
Branch agencies. 

(1) Professional law enforcement investigators assigned by 
Executive Branch law enforcement agencies (i.e. F.B.I., A.T.F. and 
Customs) shall be a joint resource to both the Majority and 
Minority of the Task Force. 

(2) All assignments to the investigators of the Chief Counsel, 
and or the Chief Minority Counsel, shall, for administrative 
purposes be made either by or through the Chief Counsel. The Chief 
Counsel shall provide timely notice to the Chief Minority Counsel 
of all assignments to the investigators. 

(3) Unless directed otherwise by the Chief Counsel, or the 
Chief Minority Counsel, Task Force Agents may conduct interviews 
personally or by telephone. Such interviews shall not be under 
oath unless directed by the Chief Counsel, upon consultation with 
the Chief Minority Counsel . 

(4) With regard to personal interviews. Task Force agents 
shall provide the Chief Counsel, except in extraordinary 
circumstances, who shall in turn notify the Chief Minority Counsel, 
sufficient advance notice of the pending appointment so that they 
can reasonably determine whether to assign an attorney to attend 
the interview. 
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Investigative Procedures Memorandum 
Page 2 


July 13, 1992 


Furthermore, with regard to all personal interviews. Task 
Force agents shall: 

(a) inquire whether the witness is represented by counsel, 
and if so, inform the Chief Counsel and Chief Minority 
Counsel accordingly, prior to scheduling the interview; 

(b) take notes during all interviews and keep the 
originals of the same as a record of the Task Force; 

(c) reduce to writing, in memorandum form, the substance 
of all personal interviews within five working days, 
unless circumstances prevent that schedule and the Chief 
Counsel approves the delay; 

(d) provide both the Chief Counsel and the Chief Minority 
Counsel a copy of the interview memorandum; and 

(e) insure that any documents, records, exhibits or other 
evidence obtained from the interviewed witness are turned 
over immediately to the Task Force security officer 
pursuant to the procedures relating to the same. 
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March 2 , 1984 


\ 

The Honorable ^Don Albosta • 

Chairman 

Subcommittee on Human Resources 
Committee on Post Office ind 
Civil Service 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D,C. 20515 

Dear Chairman Albosta: 


Further with respect to your letter of February 15, 
1984, enclosed is an affidavit I have executed in response 
to your letter. While I have not had access to the information 
your Subcommittee has obtained during the course of its 
inquiry, in the spirit of continued cooperation I have 
responded to the matters based upon my knowledge, recollection 
or belief. 
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A CHRONOLOGY ON IRAN 
NOVEMBER 8 - DECEMBER 21, 1979 


1979 

Nov 8 The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Islamic Republic of Iran 

announces that the American Charge d'Affaires, L. Bruce Laingen, 
and two of his colleagues, are safe in the Ministry under the 
protection of the Government. Iranian authorities offer assurances 
as to their security. 

The Iranian students occupying the American Embassy at Tehran 
show reporters spy paraphernalia they allege they found in the 
compound. In a statement, the students claim that "all this 
demonstrates the existence of a full-scale intelligence operation 
to cover all the events taking place in Iran." Photographs 
of some of the hostages are shown to the reporters. Two of 
the hostages are observed being led blindfolded in the compound's 
park. 

The Ayatollah Khomeini is reported by the Iran Times to have 
stated: "This great Satan — America is clamoring and gathering 
around it other Satans because its hand has been cut off from our 
resources. It is afraid this amputation may become permanent. 
Therefore, it is plotting. As for that center (the U.S. Embassy) 
occupied by our young men, I have been informed that it has been a 
lair of espionage and plotting." 

The Iranian students reject any Palestinian effort to mediate the 
dispute, claiming "that any kind of discusssion in this respect is 
impossible until the Shah's extradition." The Palestinians deny 
any such intent. 

In regard to the Palestinian role. State Department Spokesman 
Nodding Carter states: "We are not really sure what the PLO has in 
mind. But if they are moving to help release the Americans now at 
the Embassy, it would be a highly responsible action in a situation 
in which they may have some influence. We would welcome such 
assistance." 

Nov 9 President Carter issues a statement indicating that he has been 

following the developments In Iran with great concern. Me 
emphasizes his solicitude for the safety and security of the 
hostages. He reveals that he has been in contact with a number of 
delegations and with the Iranian Charge d'Affaires, whom he is to 
meet again later that day. 

Following a meeting of the United Nations Security Council, called 
at the behest of the United States, the Council issues an appeal 
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Nov 10 


'■>09521 

urging the immediate release of the hostages and stressing the 
"inviolability of diplomatic personnel and establishments". 

The Council does not call for specific measures and indicates 
it does not seek to interfere in internal affairs. 

Tehran's spiritual leader, Ayatollah Hossein All Montazer i , attacks 
the United States for admitting the Shah. "We are not at war with 
te American people," he asserts, "but our dispute is with the 
American government which is giving shelter to the assassin of 
5O9OOO Iranians." He is quoted in the Washington Post as stating 
"If we cut off oil supplies, the U.S. and Europe will be 
paralyzed." 

The students warn other governments "that accepting the 
bloodthirsty Shah is tantamount to confrontation with the world of 
I slam." 

A Papal message to Khomeini asking him to assure the safety of the 
hostages is delivered to the Iranian Foreign Minister by Bishop 
Annibale Bugnini. The Ambassadors of the European Community join 
in a demarche to the foreign ministry seeking access to the 
hostages and to the American charge. Laingen reportedly discusses 
the hostage-taking for the first time with a member of the ruling 
Revolutionary Council, Abol Massan Bani-Sadr. 

The United States announces the suspension of deliveries of some 
$300 million in military equipment and spare parts to Iran. 

Some 900 Iranians demonstrate in Washington, D.C. in support of the 
seizure of the U.S. Embassy. 

Attorney General Benjamin Civiletti is instructed by President 
Carter to initiate deportation proceedings against Iranian students 
who are found to be in the United States illegally. 

The International Longshoreman's Association reveals its sentiments 
by instituting a work stoppage against Iranian ships at U.S. 
ports until the release of the hostages. 

The students holding the hostages release a petition purportedly 
signed by 33 of their captives calling on the United States to 
return the Shah to Iran. Letters from three of the hostages 
expressing similar sentiments are also made public. According to 
the New York Times , there is no way to determine the authenticity 
and/or voluntary nature of these statements. 

Bani-Sadr is apointed Foreign Minister. In a broadcast speech, 
which he terms a message to the American people, Bani-Sadr 
describes the Embassy as "a spy nest" that virtually ran Iran in 
the past. 

At the invitation of the Iranian students, diplomats from France, 
Sweden, Syria, and Algeria visit the hostages. Afterwards the 
Swedish envoy states: "We did not have any serious complaints from 
the hostages about their state of health, which seemed to be good." 
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After meeting with Bishop Bugnini at Qom, Ayatollah Khomeini 
rebuffs the Pope on state-run television. The New York Times 
quotes him as saying: "How come the Pope thinks of the hostages 
now? For the 37 years of the Shah's regime the Vatican was aware 
of all the oppression of Iran and never once rose against the Shah. 
Why is it so suddenly concerned?" 

United Nations Secretary-General Kurt Waldheim tells the Iranian 
charge at the U.N. that he is ready to help "in any appropriate 
way" to bring about the end of the detainment of hostages. 

The PLO promises to exert its "utmost efforts" to obtain the 
release of the American hostages. 

Nov 11 Bani-Sadr distinguishes between embassies that are inviolable and 

the U.S. Embassy, which he describes as "the center of control over 
a country ...our politics, economy, army and culture were directly 
in its hand." The Foreign Minister is further quoted by the Tehran 
Domestic Service as stating: "We would not be sat i sf i ed. . .even if 
the Shah dies in the United States if he is expelled, we would 
still set up this Court, because it is the Americans who want to 
judge for their misdeeds, their crimes in Iran." 

Bani-Sadr discusses the crisis with 10 European Ambassadors. 

Bishop Bugnini vists the hostages. 

Nov 12 The PLO admits the failure of its mediation effort. 

President Carter orders an inmediate suspension of oil imports from 
Iran, declaring that the United States will not yield to the 
"unacceptable demands" of the students holding the hostages. In 
retaliation, the Iranian Revolutionary Council cuts off oil exports 
to the United States. 

Nov 13 Attorney General Civiletti announces that all Iranian students in 

the United States will have to report to the immigration and 
Naturalization Service (INS) within 30 days to show they are 
enrolled as full-time students, in compliance with the terms of 
their visas. Failure to report or providing false information to 
INS will subject a student to deportation proceedings. 

The House of Representatives votes 379 to 0 to discontinue foreign 
aid to Iran, although the foreign aid bill contains no funds 
for that country. 

Iranian prerequisites for the release of the hostages are set forth 
in a letter from Foreign Minister Bani-Sadr to the United Nations 
Secretary-General: "...Our proposal Is simple and very practical. 
The American Government should, at least, accept the investigation 
of the guilt of the former shah of Iran and its consequences. The 
American Government should return to the Iranian Government the 
wealth and property which the shah, his family and the leaders of 
the former regime have transferrred to the United States. Are 
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Nov 15 


these two proposals not Just, and are they not in the interest of 
the spiritual elevation of the American nation and all humanity?" 

Regarding the Iranian call for a meeting of the Security Council, 
the New Yor k Times reports the Department of State as replying that 
"first priority has to be given to the hostage release." Jody 
Powell, Press Secretary to the President, is reported to have said 
that "Nobody should forget that the issue involved here is the 
holding of diplomatic personnel in the American Embassy in a 
fashion contrary to international law and the accepted procedures 
of international relations". 

Sadegh Ghotbzadeh, the supervisor of the Voice and Profile of the 
Islamic Republic of Iran, Informs reporters of lran‘s three basic 
conditions for the return of the Shah. One of these is that an 
internatonal team of Iran's choosing should interrogate him and 
compile a dossier so that he can be tried by a competent Iranian 
court. When he is asked about the Shah's fate if he is handed 
over, Ghotbzadeh replies that he will be tried and killed. No 
negotiation with the United States or any mediator is possible, he 
emphasizes, and there will be no end to the Embassy seizure until 
the Shah is in Iran's hands. 

A student leader at the Embassy warns that the hostages will be 
killed if the United States "sends In its combat troops." 

President Carter issues an Executive Order pursuant to the 
International Emergency Economic Powers Act blocking "all official 
Iranian assets in the United States, including deposits in the 
United States banks and their foreign branches and subsidiaries." 

He does this after Iran announces its intention to withdraw its 
funds from the United States. Treasury Secretary William Miller 
states that "This is not related to the hostages because the 
response at the moment is in terms of protecting these assets from 
being moved beyond our jurisdiction so that American claims could 
not be provided for." Ban i -Sadr places the value of the blocked 
reserves at approximately $12 billion, and Indicates that Iran's 
Intended target was the banking interests instrumental in gaining 
the Shah's entrance into the United States. 

The President of the United Nations Security Council informs Iran 
of the unanimous will of the Council that, so long as the hostages 
are held, its complaints against the United States cannot be heard. 

Iran reportedly closes its air space and territorial waters to U.S. 
aircraft and shipping. 

Former Attorney General Ramsey Clark Is recalled by President 
Carter after failing to gain entrance to Iran in his mission to 
negotiate the release of the hostages. 

Iran announces the formation of a new cabinet. 

In his first public statement since the taking of the Embassy, 
President Carter denounces the holding of the American hostages as 
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an "act of terrorism totally outside the bounds of international 
lawy" and warns Iran that it will be held accountable for the 
hostages' safety and well-being. Though having good reason 
to be angry, he calls upon the American people to show "restraint" 
and "firmness." 

Bani-Sadr asserts that in retaliation for the freeze of its assets 
by the United States, Iran is no longer accepting dollars in 
payment for Its oil. "If all the other oil countries follow us," 
he is quoted as saying in the Washing ton Post, "the dollar is 
finished." "I was against taking hostages from the start," he is 
reported as saying, but "now we are confronted with a fait 
accomplis. To free them would be a sign of weakness." 

The students issue a statement warning that they, and they alone, 
will make decisions regarding the release of the hostages. 

Bani-Sadr is reported by the New York Times as having said that 
black and women hostages are to be released because "Islam has a 
high regard for women and because blacks are part of an Impoverished 
downtrodden society." 

Iran notifies several American oil companies that regardless of the 
destination no petroleum will be sold to them. 

Nov l 6 Syria calls upon the Arab nations to throw their support to Iran in 

its confrontation with the United. States. 

In a statement, the students occupying the Embassy warn that if the 
Shah leaves the United States for another country "the hostages 
will find themselves in more difficult conditions." 

Iran's Petroleum Minister denies that Iran will no longer accept 
dollars in payment for its oil. 

Nov 17 Ayatollah Khomeini issues a decree instructing the students "to 

hand over the blacks and the women, if it is proven that they did 
not spy, to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs so that they may be 
immediately expelled from Iran." 

A statement released by the White House urges "that the authorities 
in Iran now move to secure the safe release of all those still 
being held." 

Three hostages are immediately freed and four women and six blacks 
are designated to be released. Two women and one black still are 
to be detained. 

Khomeini urges the Kurds to join in the Iranian revolution in 
opposition to the "plunders led by America." 

Bani-Sadr announces a ban against transactions with companies 
having commercial and industrial dealings with Israel. 
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The Iranian Charge in Mexico expresses the hope that Mexico 
will close its doors to the deposed Shah. 

Nov l8 The students make an appeal to the American people to force 

President Carter to return the Shah. They express confidence that 
if the Americans knew the truth about the Shah and the “crimes'* 
committed within the Embassy, they would favor returning the Shah. 

Ayatollah Khomeini grants interviews to representatives of the 
three U.S. television networks. He refuses to release the hostages 
whom he describes as “spies." Until the Shah is returned, he 
rules out any negotiations. He states, however, that the hostages 
will not be killed. 

Kuwait is reported in the New York Times as viewing the U.S. 
freeze of Iranian assets as an “extremely dangerous precedent," one 
that raises “a grave concern about the future of international 
f i nanc i a 1 re 1 at i ons .“ 

Nov 19 In a statement issued by the White House and the Department of 

State, the United States demands that all of the remaining hostages 
be released. Any effort to try the hostages as spies, the 
statement asserts, would be a Hagrant violation of human rights, 
religious precepts, and international law. The statement reflects 
the anger of the President, reports the New York T imes, over 
Khomeini's threat to put some of the hostages on trial for spying. 

Ten more hostages are released by the students. 

Nov 20 The AyatoNah Khomeini proclaims November 21 as a day of marching 

throughout Iran to demonstrate the will of the people to “crush 
colonialism and exploitation, especially by the United States, 
the number one enemy of the Iranian nation." Speaking to the 
Iranian people, Khomeini says that “At times. Carter intimidates us 
with military threats, and at times with economic threats but he 
himself knows that he is beating an empty drum. Carter does not 
have the guts to engage in a military operation." A guilty person, 
he emphasizes, must be returned to the scene of his crimes for 
trial. He goes on to say: "We shall close down the embassy. This 
center of espionage will no longer continue here in the name of the 
embassy, unless all this spying business stops and they decide to 
have an embassy, not a place of espionage. If they return him, 
this is possible. If they close this place of espionage and if 
they return him it is possible that we might have relations which 
will be useful to us. So long as that person is there, we shall 
not sever our relations, because we must keep these people here. 
These people who are now with us are spies, not diplomats." 

Khomeini repudiates the written pledge of Bani-Sadr to attend a 
forthcoming U.N. Security Council meeting. He describes such a 
session as having a predetermined course dictated by the United 
States. "Our nation does not agree with the made-to-order Security 
Council meeting," he tells the Iranian people in a broadcast 
speech. 
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The New York Times reports that President Carter Is sending a second 
naval task force Into the Indian Ocean south of Iran. Following a 
meeting between President Carter and his top advisers, the White 
House Issues a statement Indicating a preference for a a peaceful 
settlement of the dispute, but noting the other options available 
under the U.N. Charter. 

An attack upon the Grand Mosque of Mecca takes place. 

Nov 21 The Iranian students warn the American Government that: 

'*1. If It Is felt that the U.S. threats are 
becoming a reality, all the hostages will be 
killed at once. 

2. In the event of the slightest military offensive 
by America, all Americans residing in Iran will be 
endangered and the embassy, which has been 
a place of espionage, will blow up." 

They Issue a 1? point resolution indicating the Embassy is "a base 
of espionage and conspiracy" against Iran and not a "base of 
diplomatic activity." They go on to say that: 

"The American hostages must be tried in Iran, and 
after exposure of their treacheries committed on 
orders from the American government, they must be 
punished, unless the American government hands over 
the deposed Shah to the Iranian nation, in which 
case they will be commuted by one degree (as heard), 
their trial will be foregone and they will be ex- 
pelled from Iran." 

Jody Powell, the President's Press Secretary, issues a statement 
detailing the harsh treatment of the American hostages. He states 
that the United States holds Iran "strictly accountable" for the 
safety of the hostages. 

Iran assures the international financial community that it intends 
to meet Its obligations. The declaration is in response to a 
decision by a U.S. -led banking syndicate to hold »r'n in default of 
a $500 million loan. Iran describes the defaul* technical 
because of the freezing of Its assets. 

Following Inaccurate radio reports implicating the United States in 
the seizure the day before of the Grand Mosque of Mecca, Pakistani 
mobs attack and partially burn the American Embassy in Islamabad 
and also attack the American Consulate In Karachi, the American 
Library In Lahore, and the American Cultural Center In Rawalpindi. 
The United States Is angered by Iranian radio reports crediting the 
false rumors of U.S. Involvement In the Mecca affair. Huge 
anti-American demonstrations mark the first day of Muharram, the 
Shl'lte Muslim month of mourning. 
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Nov 22 Spooking to Pakistani military off! cars returning from Mocca, 

KKoawini exprossos his joy that Pakistan has rison against the 
foreign tyranny of the United States. He makes a strong plea for 
Huslim unity in the face of the "satanic plots and tricks'* of the 
United States. He speaks of the need to return a criminal for trial 
to the place of his wrongdoing. 

Bani*Sadr, in an interview with heads of news centers, dismisses 
the Vienna Convention as not having been accepted by the Iranian 
people but only by the Pahlavi regime. 

Ghotbzadeh reportedly states that the trial of the hostages will 
start "soon" if the United States continues to "play for time" in 
refusing to extradite the Shah. 

The countries of the 21-member Council of Europe appeal to Iran to 
release the hostages. They condemn the seizure as a "flagrant 
violation of international law." 

Nov 23 The Assembly of experts, elected the previous August to review and 

revise the draft republican constitution, presents the finished 
document to Ayatollah Khomeini. The Revolutionary Council 
institutes cabinet changes. 

Nov 2k One day after meeting with Foreign Minister Ban i -Sadr, 

Representative George Hansen (R- Idaho) visits "fe«#er than 20" 
hostages at the Embassy. He reports they are "in relatively 
comfortable circumstances." He is the first American allowed into 
the Embassy compound since the November k seizure. 

Both the Ayatollah and the students accuse the United States of 
being involved in the attack on the mosque in Mecca. Once again 
Khomeini issues a call for Muslim unity. 

Nov 25 U.N. Secretary-General Waldheim calls for an urgent Security 

Council meeting on the Iranian situation. He says he considers the 
matter the most serious threat to peace since the Cuban Missile 
crisis. The United States supports his appeal. 

In an interview with Paris AFP, Bani-Sadr says the United States 
is about to mount an economic blockade of Iran. "The moment has 
arrived," he states, for countries of Europe and the Third World 
"to be saved from domination by the dollar." 

Nov 26 In an interview with a correspondent for Le Monde , Khomeini says 

President Carter is Iran's enemy, not the American people. He 
denies having approved the intent of the students to kill the 
hostages should the United States take military action. He claims 
merely that he would not be able to control them under those 
circumstances. 

Department of State spokesman Hodding Carter emphasizes the great 
unity of the American people in the face of the provocation by 
Iran. 
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Th* Unit«4 StatM begins s voluntary avacuatien of nenassantial 
diploawts, dap a ndants and businasaaan freai about 10 Islamic 
eountrlas Mhara thay faca a potent lal throat. 

The Security Council unanimously agraos to held a formal debate on 
the saixuro of the Embassy and its occupants. 

Nov 27 The students announce that the Embassy compound has bean mined. 

The Secretary Oenaral of the Tudah (Communist) forty expresses 
his support of the Embassy takeover in a press interview. 

Khomeini rejects the proposed Security Council meeting. 

free i dent Carter describes the treatment of the hostages as "s 
disgrace to every person who believes in civilization or decency." 
He asserts that the "slate cannot be wiped clean" even if Iran 
frees the hostages. 

Nov 28 Iran wins a three*day postponeswnt of the Security Council debate, 

which Bani-Sadr is expected to attend. ^ Honda reports that 
Khomeini, foreseeing a defeat for Iran, opposes Bani-Sadr's 
participation in the debate. The Foreign Hinister allegedly fails 
in his effort to persuade the Ayatollah otherwise. Thereafter he 
is reanved by Khomeini and the Revolutionary Council from his 
position as Foreign Hinister, although he retains his Economic and 
Financial Affairs portfolio. Chotbzadeh becoaws the third Iranian 
foreign minister in three weeks. 

In a nationally televised news conference, President Carter accuses 
the governaient of Iran of an unprecedented violation of 
international law and standards of civilized behavior and declares 
that the United States 'Still net rest or bend in our efforts" until 
all Aawrican hostages in Tehran are freed. Because he favors "a 
peaceful solution" over "the other rmeedies availabie*'>fer the 
United States and the world," the President expresses the hope that 
a Security Council debate will lead to such a result. The 
President declares he has "no regrets and no apologies" for his 
decision to admit the Shah. 

The United States takes its case ageinst Iran to the International 
Court of Justice at The Hague. Iran is charged with violating the 
19(1 and 1989 Vienna Convention on dipiometic and consular 
relations, a 1973 Convention protocting diploawts, the 1955 U.S.- 
Iran friendship treaty, and the United Nations Charter. 

The Vashlnoton Post reports that leaders of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, 
and tha United Arab Emirates have told Treasury Secretary Hiller 
that they wont the hostages to bo released unharmed, but they 
oppose any military Intervention to free them. 

Nov 29 The Students assert that If the Shah is sent to another country 
"the trial of the hostages will be inevitable." 
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Dec 1 


Dec 2 
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In connection with the "crimes" of the Shah, Khomeini calls 
for a trial of President Carter and those of his predecessors 
having involvement in the matter. 

The Government of Mexico announces that the Shah's visa will not be 
renewed. 

Ghotbzadeh announces at a press conference that Iran will not 
participate in the Security Council debate and that it opposes such 
a session. He says no date has been set for a spy trial of the 
hostages. As for Laingen, Victor Thomseth, and Col. Leland 
Holland, he states they are not being held as hostages and are 
technically free to leave. He offers to "try to facilitate 
things," if requested. Iran is not prepared to back down, he 
emphasizes, and he calls on the United States to do so. Tensions 
Increase as several hundreds of thousands of Iranians in Tehran 
prepare to mark Ashura, the holiest day in the Shi'ite Islam 
mourning month of Muharram. 

The last non-American hostages are released. 

The Iranians holding the hostages distribute purported State 
Department cables to the press, which prove, they claim, that 
William Daugherty and Malcolm Kalp are CIA officers serving under 
diplomatic cover. The militants say that they now consider 
Laingen, Thomseth, and Holland to be spies. A student spokeman 
asserts "They, too, will be tried, like the rest." Ghotbzadeh 
denies he ever said that Laingen and his companions were free to 
leave. 

The Security Council debate on Iran begins. 

Voting on the new Islamic constitution begins. 

President Carter affords the Shah temporary sanctuary at Lackland 
Air Force Base Hospital in San Antonio, Texas. In response to the 
question of whether he will offer the Shah permanent exile, the 
President replies: "I can't answer that now." Reuters reports 
threats from the students to start the trials immediately if the 
Shah leaves the United States for another country. 

Ghotbzadeh, when asked by Paris radio reporters for his position on 
the matter of the hostages, replies: "Listen, the essential problem 
which we have been faced with since this crisis is that everybody 
is talking about the problem of the hostages and never about the 
cause of this affair — the shah and his arrival In the United 
States." He goes on to say that the U.S. diplomats at the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs are "free to wait there." But their safety 
is assured only so long as they do not depart the Ministry. 

The second session of the U.N. Security Council emergency debate on 
Iran begins Secretary-General Waldheim indicates that he has 
assurance from Ghotbzadeh that Iran will send a representative to 
the United Nations. But the Iranian Foreign Minister is quoted in 
press reports shortly therefter as saying: "I am just sending a man 
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Dec 3 


Dec 4 


Dec 5 


Dec 6 


to manage Iran's U.N. mission. The person will not negotiate and 
will not be part of the Security Council meeting." 

An estimated 2,000 Libyans chanting support for Iran break into the 
U.S. Embassy in Tripoli, causing the occupants to flee and doing 
damage within. The United States protests the inadequate and 
unresponsive nature of the Libyan Government's reaction. 

The students holding the Embassy make the following 
announcement: "With the new evidence and documents which have 
been discovered, the charge d'affaires of American espionage 
and two of his companions who are staying at the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs are among the chief spies of the embassy and, 
therefore, they are regarded as hostages of the Iranian nation 
and should be under complete surveillance so that the Iranian 
nation can decide on them at the opportune time." 

Ghotbzadeh is relieved of his other position as head of Iran's 
radio and television network. 

Department of State Spokesman Nodding Carter states in regard to 
the Shah: "We are not going to put a man in a rowboat and send him 
out beyond the Continental Shelf If he has no place to go." 

The Security Council calls on Iran to "release Immediately" the 
American hostages and to use the United Nations as a forum for 
resolving its dispute with the United States. The resolution 
urges a peaceful solution to the problem and authorizes the 
Secretary-General to use his good offices to achieve that end. The 
resolution commands the unanimous support of the Council members. 
Donald McHenry, the U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations, 
expresses his hope that Iran will respond positively. Me is 
reported in the Washington Post as reaffirming the U.S. 
willingness to listen to Iran's grievances. 

Iran's Revolutionary Council claims an overwhelming victory for the 
new constitution, but there is growing evidence that large segments 
of the population absented themselves from the polls. 

The militants holding the hostages dismiss the Security Council 
resolution as "worthless." The New York Times reports that the 
President has authorized planning for economic sanctions against 
Iran If diplomatic moves fail. 

Ayatollah Khomeini broadcasts an emergency appeal for national 
unity following clashes between his supporters and those of 
Ayatollah Kazem Shar iat-Madar i in Tabriz, the provincial capital of 
Azerbaf Jan. 

According to the Washington Post , Ghotbzadeh announces that he and 
Khomeini view the Security Council resolution as a "step forward." 
But their satisfaction is limited "because they (the Council) 
have not condemned the Shah." 
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Dec 8 


Dec 9 
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A nephew of the Sheh^ Hustapha Chefik, is shot to death in Paris. 
Reuters reports that the head of Iran's revolutionary tribunal, 
Ayatollah Sadegh Khakhall, takes responsibility for the assassination. 

President Carter states: "If the hostages are tried we would take 
steps to interrupt convnerce with Iran; this would be action that 
might restrain, or begin to cause problems for Iran, but wouldn't 
lead to bloodshed". President Carter further states: I am not 
going to take any military action that would cause bloodshed or 
arouse the unstable captors of our hostages to attack them or 
punish them". The President gives assurance to the relatives of 
some of the hostages that he would not "initiate any sort of 
military action that would endanger the people you care for". 

The New York Times reports that Ghotbzadeh has raised the 
possiblity that plans for a spy trial might be announced in a few 
days. He also supposedly held out the prospect of freedom for those 
hostages "not directly and consciously involved In espionage" at 
some future unspecified date. Militants at the Embassy repudiate 
these remarks, claiming that only "the Moslem people and Imam 
Khomeini" possess the authority to make such decisions. 

According to the New York Times , Ghotbzadeh gives notice in Tehran 
of Iran's intent to convene an international panel to "review the 
dossier of crimes by the U.S. Government in Iran" since the 1953 
coup that restored the Shah to power. The Foreign Minister states 
the members would be independent and free personalities from around 
the world and from Iran. 

Speaking to relatives of the hostages, the Under Secretary for 
Political Affairs, David D. Newsom, indicates the United States is 
willing to air grievances, but not to return the Shah. Much 
depends, he states, on whether Iran subjects the hostages to trial. 
Should that happen, he reveals, the United States will act to halt 
commerce with Iran. 

Violence flares again in Tabriz as supporters of Khomeini and 
Shari at-Madari do battle for control of the radio-television 
station. 

On the NBC interview program "Meet the Press," Ghotbzadeh describes 
the intended international panel as a grand Jury to sit in Judgment 
of U.S. policy in Iran. It Is doubtful, he states, that any 
hostages would be set free prior to the investigation. While it is 
likely that most of the hostages will be brought before the panel, 
the chief focus is U.S. "wrongdoing" In Iran. When asked if Iran 
respects international law, he refers to alleged U.S. violations of 
human and international law. 

On the CBS interview program "Face the Nations," Zbigniew 
Brzezinski, the Assistant to the President for National Security 
Affairs, emphasizes that there are "legitimate forms of seeking 
redress." He states that if the hostages are further abused "we 
could hardly afford to sit by as spectators." 
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Secretary of State Cyrus Vance leaves for Europe to brief leaders 
there on U.S. plans to apply greater economic pressure on Iran 
if the hostages are placed on trial. 

Dec 10 Attorney General Civiletti asks the International Court of Justice 

to take "the quickest possible action" to insure the release of the 
hostages. The United States argues that the Vienna Convention 
gives the Court jurisdiction in disputes of this kind when the 
parties cannot resolve matters between themselves. No Iranian 
representative appears, but Ghotbzadeh sends a telegram denying the 
jurisdiction of the Court. He describes the hostage problem as 
secondary compared to the 25 years of continual U.S. interference in 
the internal affairs of Iran. The Court, he asserts, can not 
address this matter "divorced from its proper context". 

One of the hostages. Marine Corporal William Gallegos is 
interviewed by NBC-TV. 

The New York Times reports that Jody Powell warns Iran that the 
United States would regard the placing of the hostages before an 
Iranian-appointed international tribunal with the same gravity as 
it would view a spy trial. Shar i at-Madar i is reported in the New 
York Times to have resisted pressure from Khomeini to dissolve the 
Muslim People's Party in Azerbaijan. 

Dec 11 Shar i at-Madar i criticizes the Islamic consitution approved in last 

week's referendum, in which he did not vote. 

At a news conference, Ghotbzadeh announces that he will name the 
members of the international panel in about ten days. 

U.S. District Judge Joyce Green rules unconstitutional the Attorney 
General's November 13 order that all Iranians with student visas 
report for immigration interviews by December 1^ or face possible 
deportation. The Government files notice of its intention to 
appeal the decision to the U.S. Court of Appeals. 

The New York Times reports that the United States is sounding out 
its major European allies concerning the imposition of 
international economic sanctions upon Iran. 

Dec 12 The United States orders the expulsion of most Iranian diplomats in 

the United States in retaliation for the continued detention of the 
hostages. Department of State Spokesman Tom Reston describes the 
order as one of a series of "measured steps" intended to influence 
I ran. 

Dec 13 Khomeini is quoted as follows In the New York Times ; "It is 

necessary to form an international investigation team with the 
consultation of the Revolutionary Council, so that the U.S. 
Government's aggressor policies in Iran, especially during the rule 
of the deposed tra i tor-Shah , be investigated and put before world 
public opinion, so that the international organizations which 
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Dec 16 


Dec 17 




are under U.S. control and have denounced Iran be better 
informed about the U.S. Government crimes against our nations" 

The NATO foreign ministers issue a statement saying that while 
they have "no desire to intervene in Iran's internal affairs." 
the taking of hostages is "totally unacceptable and must be 
firmly opposed by the international community as a whole." Japanese 
Prime Minister Ohira is reported in the New York Times as responding 
to strong U.S. criticism by asking oil companies not to exceed 
the level of imports that prevailed prior to the seizure of 
the American hostages. Negotiations between a Government delegation 
and rebellious Kurds end abruptly. 

Iranians accuse the United States of instigating the alleged Iraqi 
i nvasi on . 

The Federal Appeals Court permits the continued checking of Iranian 
visas while the matter is under appeal. 

The Shah leaves the United States for Panama. A spokesman for the 
students holding the hostages states this assures a spy trial. 

The International Court of Justice issues a unanimous opinion 
ordering the release of the hostages. The Court instructs Iran to 
return the Embassy to U.S. control and urges both sides to avoid 
actions that might aggravate tensions. 

Ghotbzadeh, appearing on ABC's "Issues and Answers," says the 
hostages will be visited by a delegation of Christian clergy prior 
to Christmas. He insists on the return of the Shah's wealth to 
I ran. 

Secretary of Defense Harold Brown, appearing of CBS's "Face the 
Nation," says the United States will pursue non-military moves in 
seeking the release of the hostages. 

A Congressional Research Service Report states that Iran has 
reduced its imports to the point where it is able to secure from 
other sources the essential items it previously purchased from the 
United States. Iran therefore is less vulnerable, the report 
concludes, to a U.S. trade embargo. 

In an Interview with Muslim journalists, Khomeini states the 
students occupying the Embassy express the will of the Iranian 
people and are not setting a separate foreign policy. He rejects 
the recent calls from the Security Council and the International 
Court of Justice for release of the hostages. The Revolutionary 
Council Issues a statement holding the United States responsible 
for the Shah's crimes and accusing Panama of being an accomplice 
for affording him refuge. Ghotbzadeh announces that the 
International board of inquiry will be convened in early January. 
Former Irish Foreign Minister Sean MacBride and the head of the 
Paris Bar Association, Louls-Edmond Pettiti, are identified as 
being under consideration for the panel. 
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Dec 18 


Dec 19 


Dec 21 


The Dean of the Divinity College of Tehran University and a member 
of the Revolutionary Council close to Khomeini, Or. Mohammed 
Mofateh, is killed by unknown assailants. The Council blames the 
CIA and SAVAK for the assassination. 

Jody Powell, the President's Press Secretary, states that Iran 
might be subject to punitive measures including military movements 
if the hostages are subjected to "public exploitation" before an 
international tribunal. The warning, says the Washington Post is 
similar to the U.S. statement of November 20 in response to 
Iranian threats to initiate spy trials. 

Ghotbzadeh is reported by the Washington Post as having said that 
an official U.S. investigation of the alleged crimes of the Shah 
would be a "very positive step" and could end the crisis. The 
Foreign Minister seems to be trying to signal Washington on ways to 
end the impasse, the Post reports. 

The New York Times reports that Ambassador McHenry has conveyed a 
request from U.N. Secretary-General Waldheim to President Carter 
asking for a delay in U.S. moves to seek economic sanctions against 
Iran. According to the Times, the Administration agreed so as to 
permit Waldheim to pursue his "intensive discussions" with the 
Iranians. However, the United States was reportedly informing its 
allies of the measures they would be expected to take. 

According to the Washington Post , State Department Spokesman 
Hodding Carter rejected Iranian suggestions that the situation of 
the hostages might be improved if the United States agreed to 
conduct an official investigation of the Shah's activities. 

The Iranian Ambassador to the Scandinavian nations, Abbas Ami r- 
Entazam is arrested because documents found in the American Emoassy 
at Tehran purportedly show he cooperated with U.S. diplomats in 
seeking to improve ties between Iran and the United States. 

President Carter announces that the United States will ask the U.N. 
Security Council next week to impose economic sanctions upon Iran 
under Title VII of the U.N. Charter. He asserts that "concrete 
action" by the international community is required If there Is to 
be a peaceful resolution of the crisis. He emphasizes that "The 
world community must support the legal machinery It has 
established". The President asks Iran to end the crisis by 
immediately freeing the hostages. 

The Export- Import Bank declares Iran in default of more than $2^5 
million in loans. 

The students bow to an appeal from Khomeini and agree to allow 
clergymen to hold Christmas services for the hostages. The 
State Department welcomes the development. 

Disturbances occur in Zahedan, the provincial capital of 
Baluchistan. 
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The Kurds reject government proposals for increased regional 
autonomy. 
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0«crab«r 7, 1979 


^ Honorable ifarron M. Chrlstophor 
Deputy Secretary of state 
Oepertawnt of state 
V Koon 7220 

2201 C Street. N.H. 

Washington. D.C. 20520 

Dear Mr. Deputy Secretary i 

Ae I understand it. Henry Precht has infomed you 
- about Dr. Cyrus Raahemi and hie willingnees to be of 
^ assistance in the u. S. hostage aptter. 

^ The encloaed nenorandun froai hiai seta forth 

points which he believes are of concern to his govemaent 
and which a^ght. fron Iran's viewpoint, fom the basis for 
, aettlenent diseussions. Other than the iaowdiate return 
of Amrican hostagea. ha has not attenpted to state the 
United stataa agenda for such a nesting. 

If after reading hie nenorandun. you helieve that 
Ais efforts can be helpful, he will c o n e to Washington 
iamediately in order to discuss with you or your designee 
Precisely how he proposes to arrange a negotiation nesting. 

At the sane tine* Or. Bashani believes that the 
many private chsnnels presently being used are sonswhat 
confusing to Iranian deliberations and perhaps are counter- 
productive to U. 8. efforts as well. He therefore wishes 
you to know that if you have better lines of connunieation 
than the ones he offers, or if you believe his proposed 
efforts are not produo. ive at this tine, he will renain 
domant xn the natter. In short, he is not seeking to be 
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an officious in ter meddler or a "loose cannon on deck." This 
is particularly so in li.jht of certain risks he takes to 
implement his proposal. 


Although Or. Hashemi is in daily contact with 
several persons at high levels of the Iranian government, 
please note his disclaimer here to the effect that the 
enclosed memorandtim does not represent official views of 
the Iranian government. 


Call me at any time if 1 can arrange communications 
with Dr. Hashemi or be of other assistance (office, 828-1900, 
home, 229-1324). 


Enclosure 


SiM^rely 



Stanley Potting^ 
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HASHEMI to J. STANLEY POTTINGER, 

v£w£J*lo£f\ /| X9/9s 


This IS to outline a possible agenda for bilateral 
discussions toward a resolution of the current Zranian^American 
impasse over 0. S. hostages and the Shah, it is my hope that 
this memorandum might serve as a vehicle for further cosssunica- 
tions between the United States and Iran. 

Matters to be discussed from Iran's point of viewt 

^?°oy"tinq. The United States would assist in 
an acTOunting of ail wealth within the custody or control of 
the Shah for purposes of determining what may belong to the 
National Treasury of Iran. The United States would not be 
5®? actually conducting such an accounting^^nor 
muld Iran wish the United States to undertake this responsibility 
but would cooperate with and assist an independent outside 
mutually agreeable responsible party. U. S. assistance would 
consist of such matters as helping to obtain access to informa* 
tim contained in U. S. records p including records maintained 
under the Bank Secrecy Act, reflecting transfers of money 
from Iranian to U. 8. banks on behalf of the Shah's account. 

The U. S. wuld also use its best efforts to gain the coopera* 
tion of other countries having jurisdiction over disputed 
■■•ets to assist in the accounting and to take such steps as 
are indicated to repatriate national treasure. A more 
^•tailed definition of the accounting mission, who would 
perform it, and the specific nature of U. 8. assistance «rould 
await further discussion. 

2) Removal of the Shah . The United States would 
rapidly find a tnxra-country hosi for the Shah and facilitate 
hit departure to such a state at the earliest practicable 
time. 

3) Statement of Sympathy . The United States, by 
an appropriately nign level official, would make a statement 
to the effect that it understands and sympathises with the 
concerns voiced by the Iranian people over their treatment 
by the Shah. (This Immediately preceding sentence is meant 
only to describe the subject generally, not itself define 
■uch a statement's form or content.) It is understood that 
■uch a statMwnt would not be expected to constitute a 

n sa culpa by the President, but would be more in the vein 
Of Ambassador McHenry's statement of sympathy made to the 
u. N. Security Council. The statement would refer to the 
financial problema in Iran posed by the Shah's taking of 
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assets and incorporate whatever steps are agreed to uruior 
the "accounting" provisions (paragraph 1 above) . 

4) United Nations Commission . The United States 
would seek through the auspices of the United Nations to 
establish a forum or commission to hear a host country's 
allegations against expatriate national leaders and to 
establish the process by which these allegations are given 
fair hearing. While such an effort would apply to Iran's 
present charges against the Shah, the rules and forxun 
established by this effort would be of general applicability, 
not aimed solely at the current Iranian situation. An 
alternative approach which focuses specifically upon Iran— 
and which might also form the basis for a U. N. Commission— 
is set forth on Exhibit A. 

5) Lifting Freeze and Bank Cooperation . The 
United States would lift the freeze o^ Iranian assets and 
help insure that American banks return to normal commercial 
relations with Iranian business interests. 

6) Spare Parts . The United States would resume 
furnishing military spare parts pursuant to pre-existing 
agreements and programs. The post settlement, self-defense 
of Iran is highly dependent upon such a program. 

Matters to be discussed from the United States' 
point of view: 

1) Return of the Hostages . The safe and immediate 
return of the hostages would be the primary agenda i tern of 
the U. S. What other matters may be raised by the United 
States are not known to me, so are not presented here. For 
example, the United States may insist before any meeting take 
place that mutually agreeable representatives visit the 
hostages in order to insure that their health and safety 
are satisfactory. In this regard, you have agreed, if 
asked, to consider serving as a member of a monitoring team. 

(I believe your civil rights background and acceptability 
to both sides make this appropriate.) 

This memorandum does not deal with the critical 
issue of the timing of steps to be taken in relation to each 
other, particularly the relationship between the release of 
the hostages and the implementation of other agreed steps. 

It does not deal with the possibility of severance of 
diplomatic relations and declaring hostages personae non grata, 
nor does it deal with the extent to which agreed-upon steps 
would be undertaken unilaterally, bilaterally, or through 
the United Nations. 
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You arc authorizad to submit this draft mosKirandum 
to appropriats u. s. officials for thsir censidsration. Xf 
thsrs is an indication that thsss points, and such othsrs 
as may bs suggsstsd, ars within ths realm of discussion, I 
will rscannsnd and help ersats a masting batwaan U. 8. and 
Iranian officials. From tha Iranian aids, this %#ould includa 
tha approval of Oom. If this goas forward, I baliava London 
or tha United Hations to be tha best location, but am squally 
willing to arrange such a masting in Tehran. 


Flaaaa advise 



EXHIBIT A 


Th« following is an outlina of tha idaa wa discussad 
for an international, quasi* judicial tribunal to hear and 
act upon Iran's allagations against tha Shah: 

a 

1. Iran and tha United States would negotiate and 
jointly agree on the charter of an International Investigative 
Commission ("the Commission") . The charter would be submitted 
to the Security Council of the United Nations for a resolution 
of approval. One-third of the members of the Commission 
would be appointed by the United States; one- third by Iran; 
and one-third by the United Nations. The members of the 
Commission would bo International jurists or statesmen from * 
countries other than Iran or the United States vdto are 
generally recognized in the internatioiMl community as 
persons of the highest integrity, objectivity, and experience 
and ability in the fields of international affairs and law. 

2. The Commission would appoint such independant 
counsel as it deems appropriate for the purpose of assisting 
in all phases of the Commission's work. The United States, 
Iran, the Shah, and any other major interested parties would 
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each appsint their ovt. counsel as well to represent their 
interests in the Conurission ' s proceedings. 

3. The Conur.ission would appoint independant 
auditors and investigators to assist in its investigation 
and review of the facts in question. 

4. Counsel for Iran would submit a statement of 
the allegations against the Shah, together with supporting 
briefs. 


5. The Commission would "review the allegations 
and evidence and launch a careful investigation of the 
possibilities performed with an eye eager to discern them 
rather than shut against them. ” (See page 153 of the enclosed 
book.) The Commission would be empowered (by its charter 
and, if necessary, by appropriate legislation in the United 
States or elsewhere) to initiate and conduct a full scale 
investigation both within and outside the United States. . 

6. In addition, the parties would engage in 
discovery of facts by obtaining and submitting to the 
Commission documentary evidence, by taking depositions of 
witnesses, by interrogatories, and by other appropriate 
means. The Commission could, by legislation in the United 
States and possibly elsewhere, be given subpoena power. 

7. The Commission would hold open hearings to 
review the evidence, hear witnesses, hear arguments on legal 
questions, and otherwise conduct its proceedings. The 
Commission would provide due process to all parties concerned. 

8. The Commission would provide opportunities for 
the parties to submit briefs on the issues of fact and law 
and may request its own counsel to render advisory legal 
opinions on questions appropriate for this procedure. 

9. Upon completion of its review of the allegations, 
facts and law, the Commission %#ould publically issue a report 
setting forth its determination and findings on each of the 
allegations and issues, and recommending the actions, if 

any, which should be taken by the parties in view of the 
Commission's findings and determinations. 

10. Thereafter, by agreement of the United States 
and Iran, the Conaission would be e m powered to pursue such 
remedies as it deems appropriate in the courts of the UnitM 
States, in courts of other countries of appropriate jurisdiction, 
and in the international courts. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 


(IRAN WORKING GROUP) 
December 27 , 1979 

TIME: 

PARTICIPANTS : 

SUBJECT: Law Suit Against Cyrus Hashemi 


Mr. George Lorinczi of the law firm Strook, Strook & Lavan 
told me that his firm was representing the Bank du Liban which was 
sueing Hashemi for over $1 million. It seems that Hashemi was 
accused of participating in a complex fraud involving some 
seciurities. Hashemi made a plea with the judge for a postponement 
for the trial set in December, claiming that he was a member of the 
Revolutionary Council authorized to negotiate on behalf of Iran 
for release of the hostages. He produced a confidential letter 
from the Iranian Embassy or consulate. Mr. Lorinczi did not see 
the letter and he said that the judge expressed some doubt about 
its authenticity. Nevertheless, the judge said, he would do 
nothing that would put the hostages in a bad way and allowed Mr. 
Hashemi a two-month postponement of the hearing. 

I asked Mr. Lorinczi if Hashemi were on trial himself or 
whether the Iranian government was accused in the suit. He said 
that Hashemi was personally accused. 


Drafted:NE; 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAtHINOTON 


.tjvaqrx 

Adoo JT#1 

MEMORANDUM 



URGENT INFORMATION 


March 31. 1980 


MEMORANDUM FOR: DAVID AARON 

FROM I LEN LEFKOW/?‘^• 


SUBJECT: 


Embargoed Statement by Khomeini 


AFP *8 White House Correspondent informs us that they have been 
given a four-page statement by Khomeini for release at midnight 
our time in which Khomeini totally rejects any transfer of the 
hostages to government control. 

In effect, the statement says the President’s ’’apologies" will 
not change anything and that the hostage question will be put 
to the Iranian parliament. Khomeini is quoted as saying he 
rejects absolutely the President’s so-called "honorable” solution. 
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IRA!] V?ORKING GROUP 


Sitrep No. 433 

Situation in Iran as of 0500 EDT> September 13> 1980 
Khomeini Sets Conditions for Release of the Hostages 

Ayatollah Khomeini^ in a message issued to mark the annual 
Moslem pilgrixnage to Mecca, and broadcast by state radio, set 
unexpectedly moderate terms for the release of the hostages. If 
the United States were to; (a) return to Iran the property of the 
late Shah; (bj cancel all of its financial claims against Iran; 

(c) promise it to intervene politically or militarily in Iran; 
and, (d) unbj ock the frozen Iranian assets, the hostages could be 
released. Significantly, the statement made no mention of trials, 
nor did it include a requirement for an apology from the United States. 

hux,, Khomeini said he had •'asked the Majlis to go through this 
case and act in any way that they consider v;ill be in the interest 
of the nation." Radical elements in the Majlis and the radical 
students holding the hostages have indicated that further conditions 
might be added to those enumerated by the Ayatollah. ► 

Resolution by UN Subcommission 

The United Nations Subcommission on the Prevention of Discrimina- 
tion and the Protection of Minorities has called on Iran to release 
the hostages on grounds of mercy and compassion. Iran's obligations 
under international law, the principles of Islam and basic humanitar- 
ian principles were cited as grounds for release. The subcommission 
is composed of experts serving in their individual capacities, not 
as representatives of their governments. It meets three or four 
v/eeks of each year to review allegations of human rights violations 
received by the Secretary General of the United Nations. 

Border Fighting 

Fighting continued along the Iran/Iraq border, with clashes 
both in the Mehran area and further south. Iranian state radio 
claimed that Iranian forces had set fire to the Iraqi border to-.;n 
of Zorbatiyeh. The vicinity of Khorramshahr was the scene of a 
heavy artillery exchange which left one Iranian soldier dead and 
five^ others wounded. 
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received in Bonn froa Ambassador Ritrel, October 10, 1980 
quotei^. . • ’ 

1^* The traveller has asked ae if the US could provide a list of 
the orders for goods, and their value, which the Government of Iran 
hss placed in the United States but which have not yet been delivered ■ 
to Iran, close quote. 
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Chris - In response to several of your questions to Gary Sick, 
he has sxipplied the following information: 

— The F-4 spare parts are at five different locations in the US. 
Most of them are at Ogden, Utah, near Hill AFB. 

— Using a ineximuro lift, 2 uid with 48 hours advauioe notice, 
the bulk of the spares could be shipped within one week. 

— USAF would charge $6 million to airlift the spares to Germemy, 
$11 million to Karachi. 

— There is very little in the spares package in the way of radar 
spare parts. If we wanted to be forthcoming on spares for radars, 
it would Involve new sales, not pipeline material. 
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ee STATE 232916 


28/23/81 131787 PRINTES: LI 
L’\^CLASSiniI 

TEE TAP.LlAr-.ErTAF.y CCMH1SS1C4: STUIYINC. TEE HOSTAGE CUESTIOK,' 
TODAY BECCMnrMID lEAT PRESS BEPCRTS lATERPRET AS A 3ASIC- . 
ALLY I’NCKANGIE Vli.SIOK OP AYATOLLAH KKO^"lI^.'I'S FOUR CONDI- 
TIONS FOR HIL?ASI\G THE HOSTACFS . ALTHOUGH NO FORMAL TEXT 
HAS Y5T SEEN f'ATE ATAILAiLT, EEPCRTEILY THE COMMISSION'S • 
ILAEOrATIC^ C? TECS! CCrriTICNS VEICE SEOMEIM LAIL DOVN 
ON SIrlEMFEF 12 CA^E IM THE SECTION ON THE SHAH'S kFALTH.- 
THEY SPOEE C? RETURNING TEE SHAH'S PROPERTY AND RECOGNIZING 
MEASrRES 3Y THE IRAKIjN CC7IR^^'ENT TO EXERCISE ITS SOVZRE- . 
IGKTT TC I»P?.rpp.lATE •' TE LATE SEAR'S ASSETS-AND THOSE OP EIS 
CLOSE RELATIVES »HOS7 PROPERTY BELONGS TO IRAN. -ON LEGAL. . 
CLAirS. THE COrriSSION '.IPOETriLY CALLED FOR THE FEOPPI NG ■ 

OF ALL ECONOMIC »M Fl'AN'CIAL "DEC IS IONS" AGAINST IRAN, ANL 
'JNCLASSlFIi: 

UNCLASSIFIII 

FACE STArr 292916 

TEE IMPLEr•E^.TATIC^ CF ALL LEGAL AND ADMIKISTRATIVF MEASURES 
FOR THE CANCELLATION Of ALL CLAIMS AGAINST IRAK EY THE U.S.' 
GOVIfvr-EKT ANT AfTJ.ICAN CCMPAMES. THE REPORT ALSO SAID' 
USEIf.GTCr SECUir OrAr.AfTIE KOT TO INTERVENE EITHER- 
MILITAFIIY OK POIIIICALLY IM IRAK'S .AFFAIRS, EITHER DIRECT- 
LY 01 IKriEECTlY. THE COMMISSLON ALSO RECOMMENDED TEAT 
THE HOSTAGES NOT I- 1 FKEF: A? ONCE, EVEN IT THE U.S. IM- 
MILIATELY .ACCEPTS TL' CCfElTlCfS SET FOR THEIR RELEASE, 
.ICCOFFING TO Fl?0?.';3. THE COMMISSION RECCMMEMED TEAT 
HOSTAGES EE RILZASIT IN GROUPS AS THE CONDITIONS ARE MET. 

TEE CCrr'lSSlCN CFFtr.-r ITS RF COMME KTATION AFTER THE MAJLIS 
*AS FCKCEl TA.MI A ^L-MirUTE BLEAK VHEN THE SESSION 3EGAN 
IN A HEATED DFFATI AtiCKC lEPUTlES. THE RECESS VAS KECES- 
SITATir AFTER ISLAMIC JLDCI AYATOLLAH KHALKHALI WAS ACCUSED 
OF SAtING THAI IKA' FAVORED TRADING IKE HOSTAGES FOR U.S 
?1ILITAEY SPARE FAFTS. HEAIKHALl LEFEMZD EIMSFL?. SAYING 
TtAI IHIS WAS T.Hi irST TI''E TO W 11 NG CONCESSIONS FROM 

»ASH1*GTCK, ilTi; T hi ILECTION OVLY TWO DAYS AW AY. 

THE r-*JLIS APFr.CVE: t£E CCMlTlCfS WITHOUT AMENFMEKT OK A 
SlAKI-l? VOTE WITh NO EOF.MAl CCUfT TAKEN. 

4. NOVEMBER < tir 0’ SJRATIOK PLAK'MI A.T EMBASSY COMPOUND 
TaE IHAMAK PUBLIC WILL Ft AFLE TO CC INSIDE THF FriASSY 
COMFOUM Of; NOVEMBER e TO ATTEND A "CEREMONY" TC II HELD 
AX THE in: OF A MAJOR f.ATION- VILE IE MONSTRATION TO MARK 
TEE FIRST YIAR OF CAPTIVITY Of THE HOSTAGES AND ALSO THE 
EXILING CF TEC AYATCLLAR ^TCMilf 1 IN THE MIL-SIXTHS. 
EViFYIODY CAN 1 \T?k. A SPCKESMA.N FOR THE MILITANT STU- 
lENTS TOLD AFP ON *.OViM:-if. 1. HE ADDED: "THE HOSTAGES 
ARE fCT ON ‘"ZE Pi.CCRA.M." 
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SITREP NO. 4 92 

Situation in Iran as of 0500 EST> November 11, 1980 


Christopher Mission To Algeria 

Deputy Secretary Warren Christopher arrived in Algiers 
November 10 carrying with him the U.S. response to Iran's 
terms for freeing the U.S. hostages. It is expected that 
the response will be given to Algerian Foreign Minister 
Mohamed Banyahia for transmittal to Iranian officials in 
Tehran. No U.S. -Iranian negotiations are expected. 

Bani-Sadr on the Hostages and The War with Iraq 

Iranian President Bani-Sadr was quoted by Tehran radio 
Nove.Tifcer 10 as saying an early solution to the hostage 
question would help Iran in its seven-weeX-old war with 
Iraq. Bani-Sadr explained this was because Iran could 
make use of its assets frozen in the U.S. as well as 
American military supplies thrt an J.aS p^^d for but ^ 

whose delivery has been blocked by VJasnington until ^ 

the hostages are released. But the President, who was 
speaking at a news conference in Dezful, scene of periodic 
Iraqi attacks, conceded that the hostage issue could take 
a long time to resolve. He said: "If the (hostages) 
matter drags on, it (the release of Iranian assets and 
military equipment) will not have much effect." 

On the possibility of a negotiated settle:.*, it of the war 
with Iraq, Bani-Sadr. stated: "The very acceptance of 
negotiations under duress and miMtary aggression is, in 
my view, an anti-revolutionary act and a complete nega- 
tion of our revolution." He added that the United States, 
which Iran has accused repeatedly of backing Iraq, had 
played a "very active role" in the war and that the 
Americans were the main beneficiaries of the conflict. 

• Rafsanjani Reiterates Hostages May Be Tried 

Speaking at his weekly press conference on November 10, 
Parliament President Rafsanjani again threate.ned that 
the 52 hostages will be put on trial if the U.S. does not 
give Iran what lie bjlieves rightfully belongs to it. "We 
will keep the hostages for as long as our rights are not 
accepted and if it becomes evident that the United States 
does not want to give us w'hat is rightfully ours, they (the 
hostages) will be tried," he said. Asked about the go-.-crrjr.cr.t 
pcsitiepn on a U.S. response to the Majlis * hostage release 
conditions, Rafsanjani replied: "It is now the turn of /meric 
They should not expect any move from us." 
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Qhotbzadeh Reportedly, Released 


Aeuter reports former Foreign \fttirUs ter. Sadeq Ghotbzaden 
vas released from Tehran Evin , Prison- ;on November 10 ort 
the person;^! orders of revolutionary leader Ayatollah 
Khomeini,. The reported release shortly after, Ahmad 

Khomeini.^ crler«^yman spn\of the AyatPilahi. niat with. Ghoto.> 
zadeh at Evin,r Accprdi^ng to reports .no^ charges .were ‘ 
.brought again the former Minister* 


.^hetbzadeh, a yierjre . cppcce.ht of; 'dominant, Islamic 

'^ipubiican Party /IRF) was detained on Sover.teer T after 
hd t'jblicaily cfiticite'd tne rd-l'e; .o-f • prb’^-lRF Islar-ic • 
•fundamentaiists ip Irdn;‘‘S ;‘.*VbiC'^ 'and Vis'icin' of the Is.lamic 
racio'and t-slfevisibh' service^- Hi-g arrest touche 
.off a wave ci pretes tCr ! I'heiudlr.g two -days of/'^certOhstra-'* 
ticn in tno, holy 'vrity jri'cr-ra.Uy regarded • a^s a 

s.trcT^choIc -of -roe Ir?. ir^h-ian newspaper reports said' 
20 i ^,<^06 ^^morcu'^iizs -and- workers ih T.ahraa*s' 

basaar a. .petition demanding that 
C^hotbtadcK' be' freed They: wsre ’ joined by Ayatollah 
yotteza' -Fassandidbh. ■ 'brother ’c3-f' Ayatollah Khcmeihir m 
a s^tabidmsnt. 'i^ddre&sbd to Parliament ^ in which.' the' IRi? 
has tne’lar*dtst block oi.seats^'' ■• .' / 


As wrangling -ciintinucs ovor the long^delayed appointm-'^nt,; 
cf : a"foreign:\;ruftrsteri Parliament , President Pafsaroan^ 
annQiince.d''.6n ■• IB ' that; .the-'' • is .set to‘ ebn^ 

sidrr’a bill aimed at, {ot'es'tiill ' disaor.eements tic 
President’ Bani'-Sadr and Prime/v^y-inister Pajai on the c-noice 
cablhet; -ministers,. CTh:ere^-bi'^''-no:'gdtails^avail onV the 

bill's content) .. Prime Minister Hajai has said that he 
proposed Six candidates for;. tSe: f-oreign Kinxst'ry'porr- 
f ollb ‘.last.-w ■Bahl-Sadr vetoed 'each ; ' 

of theml '•We are waiting for him tn accept one of ; the six 
Rafsahjanl toM; r . ' ' 
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Tehran Airport Re-Opened 


Irun Air resumed scheduled domestic flights from Tehran's 
Mehrabad International Airport on November 10 for the 
first time since the start of the war with Iraq. Mehra- 
bad, attacked by Iraqi jets on September 22, has been 
closed since then except for a few special chartered 
flights. Airport officials told Reuter that so far 
only two domestic flights daily have been scheduled, both 
to cities in the eastern half of the country far from 
the war zone. They said no date has been set for resuming 
international flights. 
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November 17, 1992 


Mr. Robert Ross 
'‘Frontline" 

C/0 WGBH-TV 
125 Western Ave. 

Boston, MA 02134 

Dear Mr. Ross: 

This is to request your assistance in connection with the 
congressional investigation that we have been conducting over the 
past eight months. 

As you know, on February 5, 1992, the U.S. House of 
Representatives passed House Resolution 258, creating a Task Force 
to Investigate Certain Allegations Concerning the Holding of 
American Hostages by Iran in 1980 ("October Surprise Task Force"). 
Since then, the Task Force has interviewed scores of witnesses and 
reviewed thousands of documents in an effort to reach conclusions 
regarding the allegations under investigation and the credibility 
of those who have made them. 

It is a matter of public record that you have spoken with 
several individuals who claim to have knowledge of the matters 
under investigation. To assist us in evaluating the credibility of 
these individuals, it would be extremely helpful if you would meet 
with the staff of the Task Force at a mutually convenient time and 
place, and discuss the contents of your interview (s) with these 
individuals. For obvious reasons, we would prefer the interview 
with you to be on the record, as our interviews with witnesses who 
claim to have knowledge about the matters under investigation have 
been done in that manner. 

Please understand that this request is strictly to help us to 
assess the credibility of the individuals referenced above, emd not 
for any other purpose. 
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Please contact Chief Counsel Lawrence Barcella or Chief 
Minority Counsel Richard Leon as soon as possible regarding your 
willingness to meet with the Task Force staff. You may reach them 
at the Task Force office at (202) 226-2000. 



Chairman 


Sincerely , 


cc: E. Lawrence Barcella, Jr. 
Richard J. Leon 




Henry' J . Hyde/ ^ 
Ranking Member 
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An open letter to the United States Congress 
from former American Hostages (n Iron 

13 June 1991 


Dear Members, 

The Iren Hostage crisis cf 1979-1981 was a very trying time for our nation. The people and 
government of the United States were shocked and angered as the Iranian 
'evolutionary forces ottempted to use the U.S. Embassy hostages as political pawns. 
Efforts to gain freedom for those wno were held proved frustrating and difficult. After 444 
days of coptivity, the hostages were returned, but the impact continues to affect us. 


-or the icst ten years there have oeen rumors, reports and allegations of foul play in the 
1980 presidenrial election. The thought tnat any American, whether a private citizen or 
government orficic!, may hove parriciparea in delaying release of the hostages for 
political gam :s distressing. Until '•ecenrly, these allegations have been dismissed as 
unsubstantiated. But substantial enough information has been presented by respected 
and persistent investigators to warrant a thorough examination of this matter. 


It is not appropriate to say there is insufficient proof - until there has been an official • 
investigation. The question of whether there is evidence of any wrongdoing must be 
answered by an unbiased, bipartisan congressional investigation with full subpoena 
power. Unless this happens, speculation and unanswered questions will erode public 
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AN OnN UITER TO GOMOIBSSMBN THOMAS FOLET AND ROBERT MICHEL 
AND SENATORS GEORCas MITCHELL AND ROBERT DOLE 
PROM FORMER AMERICAN HOSTAGES IN IRAN 


29 januasjr 1992 
Dtar Sin, 

As ch« last Amarir ia hostages rscum from the Middla Base, qucsdoiis regreitably sdU Bnger 
coocaniiiig aBa iM to ng of Ibul play in tha 19M pmdandal elacdon. llese quasdoas can only 
ba tattled SBaDjr by tha United States Googtess. 

Wa tharatea soppoet die eftbra of Coagseai to conduct a ’'thoroo^ and fidr inquby into 
allegations that our release may have been delayed by political pardsens. 

Threats of flUbustar, attempts to vilify those who have done preliminaiy xeseareh, rahietanea 
to gxixit funds and power to the committees conducting invesdgadoai appear as 
transpaient attampes to turn from ths necessary task of finding tha truth, whataver that mav be. 

It is unacceptable to delay tha investigation any longer because of poUdcal squabbling or 
premature judgements about the veradty of the ahegidons. 

Although we sincerely hope the ailegadons can be proved ftdse, the dedsion to move can 
not be based on what wt anticipate the outcome to be. We urge you - the of Congress - 

to move this investigation forward and instire that dignity, xedicr dwt fear, will guide 
process to a just conclusion. 


Respectfully, 




Bruce Laingen 




Moerehead Kennedy 


WimainE.Bdk 




Roben C Ode 
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1 M. Roeder 


BenyRofca 


PhQip R. Ward 
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NOTifcC 


AmtiuhheiiJs antt 
MoAi^calious et 


Thit pBUpon noV b# u»«d by ji(>y b^rlbin iM 

pvimm^ U m**0*n d# in 'v4»i«iM>ii •« ^ 

pt*e«$ lh«#*ln cir' ifk wtoialioft d miM r»iptil»t(ftC 

tb« d lidtbdt*. My wUlM ytoldldi d IM*# !•»»< 

«Atf W|uldioo« wiif ftibitca IM ofr*n^f fe prQ»»c«itl<»n iifidibi' 
rtnw li^ UfMtdi suit* c^«t. Smkiiwi iS 44 


Ar-.y«*siraiir t>€i<viiiL A 


iOc;A 1 tPN-r-LQp( f lor* 


iMlMATilfli:- JktGiHii TUME 




£g/^ir> Entrrri ^ * * * 

• • • • « •• • • • 



IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PASSPORT BEARER TO 
OBTAIN THE NECESSARY VISAS 


IL INCOMBE AU TITULAIRE OE SE FAIRE DELIVRER LES VISAS 
RLQUIS. 


Lnlrif^nlrtn 
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Embajada 4 b Guatemala 
tos -^ slados lUuidos de AmfirlM 


1 '<V f 


i| a Guatemala y 
i Cl cestvos hasta 

PEC 2 8 1982 
? JAN 12 1982 ... 


el dta 
Washing4on 


DKtto// 


Statta 

y j tomei«ni 
L|4i(|i;Di AtMnlai 
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AICLO-AME3UCAN CCfffgffUCE 

CK 

TOE BISTCEY CT THE SEOOKD ICRLD WAR 
28-31 JULY 1960 


FOR IDENTJF^ 
martin M 

^ '/ HOROWITZ. CSR 




Mopday, 28 July 

Session I 9.30 - 11.00 Opening Session 

Professor Maurice Matloff (Center of Military 

History USA) 

Professor Michael Howard (All Souls College, Oxfoit 

11.00 - 11.30 Bi'eak for coffee. 

Sessicm II : 11.30 - 1.00 China 

Professor Robert Dallek (University of California, 

*■ Ids Angeles) 

Mr Louis Allen (University of DurhaTj) 

1-00 - 2.30 Lunch in the Inperial Kar Uaseum. 

Session III 2.30 — 4.00 Russia 

Professor John Lewis Gaddis (University of CMo) 
Professor Donald Chmeron Watt (London School of 
? Economics) 

4.00 - 4.30 Tea. 

6.15 Reception by the ITustees of the InTierial War ItiseiTi and the British 
National (jormittee 

Tuesday 29 July •' 

Session IV 9.30 - 11.00 Secret Operations 

Ur Hilliam J Casey Special C^Derr.tions with particular reference to France. 

Sir William Deakin Special (^Derations and Italian Resistance. 

11.00 - 11.30 Break for coffee 

'% 

Session V : 11.30 - 1.00 Roosevelt and Churchill 

Professor Warren Kiidball (Rutgers University) 

Mr Martin Gilbert (Merton College, Oxford) 

l.CX) - 2.30 Lunch in the Inperial War Maseim . 

Session VI 2.30 - 4.00 The Italian Canpalgn 


Professor Martin Blunenson 
Mr Nigel Nicolson 


- 2 - 


lednesday 30 July 

Session MI ; 9.30-11.00 


11. CX) - 11.30 Break for coffee 
Session VIII : 11. X - 1.00 


Ultra 

Professor Harold C Deutsch (Army War College, lEi 
Mr Ralph Bennett (Magdalene College, Ckniiridge} 


Relations with the r^ench 

Professor Arthur Punk (University of Florida) 
Mr Philip Bell (University of Liverpool) 


1*00 - 2.x Lunch in the IzqDerial War Ikiseun. 


Session IX 


2 .x - 4.x 


Science 

Professor Daniel KevlesC California Insi of ’fchnc] 
Professor Margaret Cowing (Linacre College, Cbda 


4.x - 4.x Tea 


Thursday 31 July 

Session X : 9.X - ll.X Oral History 

Professor Saaiuel Proctor (University of Florida 
Mr David Lance (Icperial War 

> 

ll.X - ll.X Break for coffee 

Session XI : ll.X - 12.15 Closing Session 

Luncheon Reception by the Council of the British Acadeny 


1 


and 
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To: Mr. E.Lawrancr Barcella 

Chief Counsel 

House Task Force on "October Surprise”; 

From: Mort^a Abdollahi 

on Behalf of President Bani Sadr 

?dX # 202-226-W-f4 

Date of transmittal: Dec. 17^ 1992 
Dear Mr. Barcella; 

President Bani Sadr has written these few page in respose to 
^^our Senate counterpart's recently released report regarding 
Pdssand i dch ' s meeting with Potinger in Madrid- There are more to 
coiae in the next few days. If you have any qMCstion regarding this 
piece or the upcoming ones, please call me at 408-446-0189 
(daytime) or 408-737-1464 (evening)* 

# of pages including this covert 12 

[f there is any problem in recieving these pagas please immediately 
call at 408-255-5705 






\ (Y(N OTN'vA 
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The Sonax:® Pareign Rala^icn SuDCcmmi cuee renarc cn 
Ccrooer Surprise*, scaT: 0 s nhac Stanieg Pac-irger, 

C( 5 jrus Has^enii anc tiahmocd ;ioini met uicl". Paza rassencidsn , 
Khomeini's nepr.etu . in naciricl cn July 2, 19B0, and rottingsr, 

-.hougn d republican, reoresenrea Career Adminiscrat ion , ana 
nac the Reagon campaign, in this meeting. 

KOUJ that it is reaffirmea t.his meeting did take place, 
it would be very sasy to prcve that in this meeting 
Passandideh had actually met with Reagcn’s representative, 
even thcugr Pottingar may have oaen authorized by the State 
Department, because • 

^ • Car ter Administrat ion : 

i-- This would 3S the oniy ccntact catween the tuc 
governments that was totally wnconnected and mre^acec to 
anything chat naooenea either derors. or after this meeting, 
anc it haa left no effect at all. 

S-* There had seen contacts between the two governments 
through uerman ana Swiss nmbassaaors as weij. as two french 
Lawyers, and there was no need or necessity for any new 
cnanneis. I’lcreover this is tnc only contact oecoieen the two 
government, as it is claimed to be, that nacoay , from either 
side had ever said a word until I first cisciosea it. 

And Passandideh neither was afnensed by me nor he had 
said a wcrci about Carter prapesai . In fact he infcrmed ne 
aocut Reagon Camoign s proposal., because: 

3- If he hao met with Carter representative, then there 
‘^Ouid nave been no need to hide his name as weu. as the 
content of the proposal made through him, simoiy cue to tne 
fact that ail prior cantacts were known and I wrote about 
every one of them in mu daily columns ( ‘Cciumn j, sxsept this 
particular one. For instance in September 16, 19S0 Column I 

wrccs, ■* . . . Swiss Ambassador came and gave me a note from 
American Aaministrat ion , I instructed the transiatlcn cf that 
rote CO be sent both to “Imam'* and hajiis... , or in 
9,3,1360 Column , * , German Ambassador came to see me with 

tre r-mencan oroposai about ncstages . . . ’ . 

Tne only i n ^ tan cs when ne lc her m e nor a n u o t ner, Ir anian 
G f r icl ai had eve r ta x Ked o r wri t ten a oc ut. wa s tne content o f 
:;n e arcu os ai of t ne Pa ss gndidsn mee tina in ’laar iQ. !ilhy_tnis. 

o ne aI.on^ wa s an execotign"^ Be c ^usg h e tcip me tnat ne met 

wi th Reaoon reor e ge ntat i vg s and t h e pr oposa^ .n s Qava_Ta_w_as 
from ^eegon ca me. 


^sce 
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^ ■ .^eza Passandider 


I aid rii 2 z KHouj Pasanaiaen CBrsc'^ai.ly ; Through one of 
my acviscrs na asKsd for 2 meeting for 2 very Important" 
suu^ect. He came ro my offiOB cn Jciy T, l 530. If he ujag 
autncrizea by ms or by .<narnej.ni, I uouia nave '“amed him as 
.j0ii 35 the ccnrert cf his orapcsajL in tr.e CoiL.mn. But he 
insisted that if 1 disclose that ne uas the .nrermediary cf 
Reagan camo's troDOsax aooL.t hostages , nis iife ujcuia ce in 
danger, Tnat is uhy i hac never disc-csec nis name in Columns 
cr in my bco.K, ;''y Turn To speaK . In fact unti. oary Sicx*5 
booK . October Surprise, uas published In i59i, I cic nor knou 
that Pottinger met Passanaiaeh. cn the surface as 
reprssentatnve of the u.5. Stats Cesartrsnt. 

in the nsxc day 5 Iciurnn die '“ct mention his name anf 
1 tai.-<.ea about tne praaosai he naa brought ^izr him ';ery 
amcigousiy; ncuever suen amoiguitij t.nat at tne same time 
jiOuid have impi isd, to these ojha uere knauKiegs aoout 
tc.iticai affairs as ueii as these one fcilcuea my jjritlngs, 
soeeches or intsrvieus fer the previous eight months, tnat I 
am referring to Peagon and his oresiaentiai campaign. 

I ojrote in July, 1980 Cclumr; 
then one of our cour-trymen , uho is imam’s nephe-ii came 
to sea me ana shared some information he had bcugnt from his 
trip abreae uith me ana lue talked about them. then ue talked 
about houi us shcuid act in three foreign directions: one was 
hou to set uc an intarnatianai triburai to try u.S. poiicy in 
'ran to achieve tne fo-iowing three najer gaais. 

lo aicer the psycoicgicai structure cf c.ne -'merioan peonie 
in suer a uay tnat they uauic nc :.onger os acie to toierats 
ineir existing ..nstituticn cf gevernnrert anc recognize tnat 
t.nis irstitution is full cf corruptior ana oestrwjct 1 vnesa and 


.^assanc i cen toic me tnat if . co net dccept ens 
rjrocosai, tney uou-d maKC the same effar to rivals; he 
fjrt.ner saic that tney ^ave enormous infiuencs tne CIA 
and they are cf tne opinicn that you uiii not come to terms 
uitn them.. Lastly ne to,.c me my refusal cf tneir offer uouia 
result in my eiinination. That Is -J.hy I nad urittsn in Coiumn 
tnat, ..today tne same government anc the same propaganda 
macnirss say tnat it is imposeibis to reacr an agreement with 
the .^resiQsnt of iran. . . “ . 

3ut Freszoent Carter and his peopie nave never said tnis 
ancut me. .^irst-y, ue oath signed the Scsnaric” , to resoive 
i.'^e ncstage orociem; Ssccnaiy, rctn ana ns peopie. 

Page a of -1 
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Cher as as .acer. nav/e saxa rsr:eai:2c:ig znB.z ^ ^as 

favor of releasing zne nosrages ana uje corn rrisc. 1‘orsaver. 
staremencs of zoo .reagan camaaign cff.csrs ac roe rime ccuiC. 
be iooxec up zo flra our if any one of rne.T ^.aa scared 
anyrning ra rnar regara. If none can be fauna, cnen I musr 
have heard rhis from fassandideh , suosequerr co nis meecing 
in ;':aarid. 

3 - Passanoiden artencsa rhe ".aaria neer.ng uicr or 
uirhcur Khomeiri’s Knpujlecge; I am sure tnac re jouic not 
nave carea ro do ir Uiitnout Khcmeini’s knouiiacgs . In fact '^e 
did ceil ms rnar he haa aireacy infcrmeci Khomairi aoour tne 
meeting anc. rhe croposai . if KhOfneini did “ot: rnpuj abauc the 
meering, then Passanciden uou^c ncr have ccnsenrso rc ne 
-ijriring ir. me uolurnn rhar ■ . . . Imam s neons-ii . 

5ery oio.K urirss in nis cook. IJcroner Surprise . mar 
rassanaicen acr^d..^ uenr ro acrid -^sr zo amno mis 
meering; rhen I ccnciuaec chat ne rrusr nave arcanaec me 
neering lijirn Kncmemi 5 Kncuxecge ana aopro'/a- , ' ana -^jirhour 

me Krouleage ana aoprcvai of me rrasicen ' . S_r rhen one 
snou^c as.K :.f Kncmemi hac senr ?assancirs<^ rcr negorisring 
•Jim Carter Adninisrracicn , uny aid khamemi larer ssna 
Saceqn x^aoaraDail ro negoriare ';irn Garner aa-'^ir lanrair ion 
rhraugn jsrnnan. government. 

The rruth is rhar Passanaicer aurnorisea by Khomeini 

to nsgoriars uitn Peagon group*, and it must nave ceen upon 
Nhomeini’s instruction rnar Passanaiden came ro see me to 
bom enrcil me m the deal, ana ro mreaten ne .f I did nor 
acceor . if I haa ’^cr strongiy oo^jectec, me ceai uith 

.reaqon group ijcou-d have toen maae as soon as possible anc 
there 'jouid nave ceen ^o neea for TabaraDa:.! 5 nissicn. 
Soecia^ly uith the start of the uar uitn Iraq, ^e finally 
agrees rc resolve :^r uitn Carter f^dminisrrat ion . ur so i 
tnougnt . 


kt^smCLiniu 


i- until I learned accut rnis secret meeting, neither 
mere uere any secrets nor I haa ever threarensc to teil 
the ouciio about tne rrutn . r^na there 'uas no smg.s issue, 
conestic cr foreign, that i c-.o not tai^ taout in tne Column. 
Since tne hostage problem startec, the cm.;- secret tnat 
Nhomeiri oojected to be reveaiea, uas this secret resting 
u'ith .-xeagor* grcuo. 

T he f irst t inie I t hrea te nea to ten me ouoiiz gng 

prutn_j t;.as nq nt af ter meeting a i t ~ Passaiid . i here 

are otner reeso’^s as . u hic^ trovtg zr^z u.'^gr I 

irreatspi^ c: mem ~'.c exce ss .la s t pis se cri-et ^■eec-ng. 
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2- i^Frer Passarciicish meex:irg, anc c-je cq zr^e efrar^s or 
zr.Q ^.aaccrs of I.RF, Islamic Rep;^ciic rar^y, zc rsmo^e tne 
gzrvernor cf Csnrrai SariK, Aii Seza f^inari, on cne one nard, 
and imposing on ire i:hBir hand cicKsd man asprine nnisner. 
on zhe oT:her rana, I decidsc no sxaase -hs Secrreu Deal ujich 
renuaiicans in a nudiic speech. I ujco^e In tns Caiumn , 

..If chese effcrrs continue, i 'liCuia have no choice out... 
CO ceii one puoilc unac muse ne said asK cnem cc ceil me 

vijhac CO do . . . . 

unciii Spring cf IBBi i cheug.’^c cnac .snameim uas nor 
personally involvaa in the Secret lea.. That ues -.uny I aid 
inform him cf any piece cf nou mfermatier nea recievea. 
iiJnen he rouna cut that I am accut co exoose the Deal. .':e 
aSKSd me. cnrouyh ns son, Ahmaa N'nomeini . co ncid an "or 
a uhi.e. I lurcce m July, 19, 12S0 Daiunn. I .uas going 

to descries the facts for oecoie; But nst dgfors tne 
meeting, hr. Ahmaa Kncmeini talked uith ana ue deciced 
chat these yrad..ens may be resoiv/ec m some ctner ouays . . . ” 

But Khemsini did not keep his premise and four days 
later he sent his san-in-iaw, tshraghi, to see me. I urcte 
in the Column , C July , 22, I960;, i fully exolained these 

issues to him. wnicn I hope to be able to ojrics or talK about 
to be recorded in the history . . . ’ • 

.<homeini kept on promissing to do sonething about it on 
the one hand, and at the same time Kept on oreaKing those 
□ronisses. I>n Aug.. 20, l 960. I talked to shonelni again, and 

■ urots in the Column. . different ^ssues loera aiscusssc 

union can not cs reveaied at tnis time... . The same cay I 
actenaea a meeting of the Revoiut ionar.. Counci-. Again, I 
.mertiDned the hostage oroblem, tnc need for scare carts, anc 
tne imminent possibility cf an Iraqi aesauiu. I reoeateaiy 
insisted that a rapia solution cc hostage prac-em uoulc 

resu.t in the lifting of the bicoaae anc uouio heap wS in 

aur preparation for tne jar. unior i *5610 uas c-cse at nana . 
aenosnti then interruptea. ' If us solve tns nostage orooiem. 
you must net criticize us.... write it down* premise that you 
uili not criticize us." 

Cn Secte.moer 9. iSdO, I inwitea the peooie of Ve.nran to 
gacner m tne nartyrs Sauare so crat I can tali them tne 
cruth . /shomeini insisted chat I must m^t: do so at this cime. 

I wrote. ■ ... my pian was to let aii t.'-e curtains fall... ' 

Ihougn 1 nee acesoted not to say anythino. out i taiKea 

vaguaiy ana people understood me that I cai^ea the iesaera cf 
!rtP as agents of a ccup a etat . That evening, Behesnti ana 
^afsan)ani responced, pubiiciy, to mu ai-agaticn. 
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T;-.g uays ,3rer, again. 1 cecidea zz: expose every ching. 
nn^oQ Nhcmeini ana Esr.ragni cane see ne anc CQic .ne 'Imam 
ao3aiucs-.y -^rcrnLees. Afcsr uhis Tieering, jsJncmeini aurnarized 
Sacegn Taoaxiedaii zzi ccncacw cne Cartier Hamir iscramon 
zlnczii.gr cerman Foreign ^Inisrer, 


Afcer i^eagcn came cc Qo-^er , : S'jjizcrea from msiscing on 

exposing ti^ie Secrer Ceai zo irsisrance cn haicing a ceievised 
aebacB 'xzzn Rafsan jani, xajaii, ana Benesnoi . .<hameini 
2 i.ijoocrn^u ccjscred. In a ^ecuer on "en . 14, LS91 , • I luroce 
tic in in, 

VCLi 03ix ne -ar: say anything . uihiist ir.spitis of choir 
inriL^igoncs :n joscxving zr.e nnscsge crises jich sucn a 
Gisgrace ara uat scaring ujicn irnoucence anc vcigsr that anu 
crocssr.acicn zz choir ^anciing af chis affair jjauic oe a sign 
of suaporc for che .inicBc Scaces. sciil shcuicn t 1 
vC3uaiic-.y. exoiain cne sciscde frcn che begin ng zo cneir 
surrercer ca cns Uni red Scacas? 

Then, .jnen i.-.ese genciemen are aiiooieo cc in theses 
cerns, wicncuc ary adherence no reiigaus principals ana in 
cciiusinn wicn c.*^€ unicec Scares, oer^nic me cc .^nfcrm rho 
Quoiic aoaur cne rrucn af rne marrer frarn cns very incaotian 
CO rn.e eno .... 

Thus rhe Secrsc Ueal* rnac i haa ceen insiscing on 
exrcsL'-g since my . j.560 mesrinc ’uicn rassa^'CiQsn »uas no 

acner ci'an this Secret j^ai 'Jitn Reagon grc.cD . 

■^ar.er . on Morii in anornsr ..•^ccer'* cc nim. 

ujrore. mere is anarner report regamrg i.cheir 

contacts uith Reagon emmissar-.es in Paris.. , ana in the 
same matter I insiscec char I cennor keep s-^snt any longer, 
•^fter cnis locter, .^homeini reactsa amazii^'giy ana forbace me, 
as usli as ctners, from giving any public sceecnes . 

From then on he insisted that I shouic accept t.ne Deal 
as a fcregone conclusion ana coooerate uith 'them' . In our 
last meeting on June o, i2Bl» Ahmad Khomeini, in me presence 
of his fatner, insistantly tried to convince me. 

I cid not atyceat . Right auay they finaiizec toe creeping coup 

a'etat. From amongst ei.;. my asscciatas uno nhere arrested, 
the cruu tuo uno uere executsa luere Martyrs Hcssein Navvao 
Safavi ana Rasnid caar-ci-Kefazi . uno nac ceen gathering 
inf ermat ion aocut the 'Secret Cea^* . 


* '’hese cuo iatters. as ueii as a.i my caii^ columns, -uera 
orc'-'..caa tc TasK rorce cn Cctocsr twrcrise cr house cr 
r.cuse cf xeoresentat 1 ves . 
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Siven t.^^eae faecal, is it confrievabia eba^: Khameini jiaulci have 
actett the uiay ha aiCr if tiia nephew, Paaaanaiaah. hao not 
bean Ma emmissary? Or if Pesaanoltleh nad taiked cc a Garter 
.represencaciwe, rach^ chan a Saagon entmesery? bhat could 
have bean the ‘Secret'' that i . had ao insiatencly kept dn 
chrBwjtening to expoee and Khomeini kept or prevancing iius of 
‘dding, 90'?: .; . 


,C 5 Behgghti . sar ’ani , Khamanai i ann «a lativ 

mu«c nave incBOcad i png 
pe.fdre passandi'aart. moet-lng in hadridt ^^f irstly ,, Ghere .fnust 
..■nav'e' 'beer! 'ariar ^ cantacca betueBn ' fchem.' Go iaaa tc’'raS 5 'Bridi(lBh 
.^/attending the I'lidf la mBetingi- SecondiyV ' on- ‘ '•'lar cr,' iS , ISQC . 

Siven an audio tape at a Ttieetins '5enesnti_^ reia uith his 
i'- -ciose aasociataa,: 'where , he had. .muse be 

•■vsoti'2.'- S.'.vPjrBO nsftl dy^inSv deni cacr ofnS ' 

And- in, reality boscages were actually uaec ,.*n a mannsr 
that Caregr was defeated in the Npveeoer iSQO aiectiar and , 
Eani Saer, uias removea from presidency cy a cen^p d’etat in 
' J‘une.;:1381 

^OCTa- .'yeu aau . quite xrrgdulbuaiy,,.. tnat ic - i;s...;.gc:M»SA&ie ' • 
ano laape^rg at -IRP ■ witnouc; anu SdCcgt lUsAi , ' with ' ' . 
' dreader! jr.ouc / .hsa achieved the same dCt i ect iv»s du , da iao tng . 


the raieai.se of hoacaces 

„ aut: .it wauid have cesn ly 

■ ■ ■ 

far them 

ta use nirstaasa as a trumo card .arainst. .1. 

;c:c;n”'Cartei_ 


5 a dr u i thnu t, t 

na •"recr^t 'Jea-i'". j-hu’^ I ah 

’*5,;'^^; -an swear :■ 


cni.s iacer .- 

After Seneenti -s audio cape was revealad*: firstly he 
attemptaa. in .my\-.aP.SencB , to get the app.rd.Vsi-, 

Sevoiucionary Coundii .on a plan which cauii net 
any thing out a caup:.-'d.'etat., - 

e- iNiaC:>r.uch later . ■ given andtner audio . cacw... . .pf a 

priyata rseecing, where another memaer of the ocilcicai oureau ^ 
.3?; ' Ayat tal.kad. aodde . ■« nian- .chat .luouic / 

$.i4ninace'/3ani Sadr by iune iSSQ. .1 .pMoiisnea this' tape . 

-Ah Our wewap.ap»rY aa we.li:!^^ it was .the, same as the aian 
Sanesnci hao: prodosed in apsance to me Pteveiucionary Council, 
Where the Cduhtry would go unaer an emergency cpnaiii on and . 

, would ^ce .r.uh, by a jair:c:id.dt«imit't;ee of Che repreaentacives of 
Eevdiutionary 'Counci i , ■ Saypiutionary uuac'tis.; ana-- the . 
Sevoi-uclcahry -Gdurrs . 5 ,,urd't'a!*aDout .cnis-'PAan tr-' -my , i-s-Cters ' 

. r^.t.h t.di<ha;fii'»'ft, 3utr. 
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3- Tiles first, time I Jsver taikeci a;Daui: this 'Pian“ 
putJiicxy, Luas in the Caiumn an Juiy . _5B0, because 

Passanaiaen nad tcia me aooui: the prcposai, by Reagon group, 
zo aelay the reieasa of hostages, and that they ujouid 
s^iminate me if I dia not accept tneir offer, ana they lA/ouid 
maKC the aeal uitn my rivals in the IRP. 

The same aay , General Bagheri, Commanaer of the ^ir 
Force, informed me tfiat he nad rscievoc informatior that a 
secret agreement uas made betueen Reagcn camp ana che leaders 
of the IRP. 

That is uihy I cant nuousiy taiKed about tne ‘Graeoing 
Coup“ in Che Columns. 

‘t- The sane day, I .urots aoauc tne first phase of tne 
Plan in Column, i,e. their attempt to remove Aii Reza Nobari , 
Governor of Central BanK , uno uas an associate of mine, as 
ujeil as imposing their own man as prime minister. 

President Rooseve.t said that in colitics ncthing 
happens oy accidents. I f it had n ot b e en for Kho fr eini is 
nepneuj givipQ me the oroaos a i Du .R e ag a n c a mo. as ueil a s 

t. nre atening me to accep t 1; ^, It uiould have be en in cpn ci evabi e 

f qr me to inform our peopiy a^pput all thes e issues py. 
dis cus sing them in tha t dau s Co lumn. 

In my letter of Juiy ai,i9E0,’* to the menbers or 
Revolutionary Council, i emphasized that. ‘ . IRP wants to 
have a Cabinet that is totally against the President...". In 
the same letter, i explained the relation Pstueen attemots 
to remove i'locan ana ' using tne nastages as a trump card." 

5“ ’^iext day, Gnctbzaden. -'Minister at Toreic'^ nf fairs, 
and iousavi nrdsoiii, came to see me ana our ciscussion 
arouna the Secret Jeai" iastea unti^i 3:46 in the morning, 
Juiy 0 . 13B0 , Column “...I gave nim a comDiete aesciotion of 

u. S. policy in Iran, acccmaamaa wit.h clear examnies...* 

5- July 13, 1300 Column, . . .Foreign Hinister came to 
see me tonight and gave me infomnaticn about an extensive 
plan of the ha IN coup d’etat..." 

7’^ un Juiy 17, 1390, Eshracni. khcmei^i’s san'-in-iauj , 
came, and crrcug.h him I informed Khomeini about the newly 
octairea inf ormaticn . 

S'' Cn July 19.-390. Revolut icnary Prosecutor General 
suooeonaec Kobari , and :.f it was not fcr ny quick and subtle 


• Tcoy of ti'is ^.etter is given to 'TasK Force“ 
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rB»ccian, Nc.bari uiou id have omen imprlsaned and the first 
nhsae df cha ‘'Plan' ^gufd' Ji^ave treen parti'aiiy ccrmpietad. 

3' on July SO, 1300,.:-^ af the Majlis, nr. 

A.nvari and Dr,: C;hainrar!, deme ta see me. wnvari had resignec 
because of the terrorising atmosphere in the Majlis, I talked 
to thBffl about the ’Secret daal“ and urate in the column, “ . . . 

I told him US have act soon and fast, 3efdr&^ this i 

devilish Plan is .lmpiBmented. . i 

I wrfltB , . roraiB^ Ministar 

came land hraughc netu reports soout an sxcensiva ■canspiracy 
against tna Repusiip. uihicn cdncuraa uich'^pravieusiy gathered 
infarmacaoni ',,-. ” ' ■ 

. Ji-'- i Shcuid add tnac oner to pass'andi den 'meeting., I 
had reacned. an agreement^ the iesaers of IHf an cha 
choice of ortme miniater. uaa it merely an accident, that they 
negated on thair agree''’ent upon the return of Passanoiceh 
From iiaartd. If Passahdiden haa not returnee utth a croposai ’ 
from Seagon camp, a prime minister 'uno was congruent uith the 
President, along with a Central BanK gaverner wno is "nia 
appointee, would have been, the Pest combination for resolving 
the hostage problem w'it.n Career rndministraticn. nceorainp to . 
aur Cons ti tution 'an-u garei.gh- ■ao.raamgnt. meat of slanaa , bu.:th*s 
Preaident or his- aucnoci?,ed. 'g^opegentative . Bur aincS' they ' , - 
had made the '‘Sedrec Oeal' v they needed a prime .minlstar snd 
a Cantrai Bank gevernar who would act without the Prasi dent® a 
knowledge,, 

Dn juiy 37, 1280, i attendaa in cne I'lajils, and informed 
the members chat I haa reached an agreemBnc uitn the IRP 
iaadacs on the, choice of prime minister,. Ihicn uae later 
negated by them, it is InterBscing that cney did not even 
accept any. member of chetr own party that f suggested hut 
las not in total opppsition to me,. 

. : . . Qn mugust IX, 1280, I attendea, uirh tihmaQ Khomeini , ^ 

a RevoiUclonary Council mae'Eing, In that meeting . Beneshti 
aSxed me CO write a note chat l.f we soiv/a cne noscage 

probi-em;, you must not Gricioiae us,. i .tp.iC: him', in turn, . 
^^•cq: .write -‘a. -.letter that t.hey resolve ’ it -in .ac.obraance’ oith,-tne' 
terms 'del Ineated in rhe '^'ocenario’' already agreeo. ucon by. 
President: Carter ana. myself-. 

Since that Scaneria" , na new event naa taken piace, 
excBot 'on*; 'Passanoiden ' a msecing; .ih , in ..-.iX 

meeting of the Sevciut inary Council we talkad abqM' t^^^ 

. Secret... Ce.ar. 'and u.hatbzaden. ccid tnem.;- ■ you Xent wrong ana 
haid tne ■'■’Ceail’- , but cnere - is time tb' return anq, correct. . itv'* 
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He also coia -chem tnar, .. tns informa'C^.on me ^3‘/e is mucn 
norB excanaive tnaa you can iTagine.. . 

If Passandideh naa crcugHr, a prodosai from Career 
rtdm ini aeration, uny dia Behssnti reed ite to lurite sL;cn a 
letter? if ne was taikirg abewe a deal wicP Cater, 
censtitutianaxly i was tne only one witn tJie autrority to 
sign the agreement. In ether words, Benosnti hao r.a authority 
to negotiate to resolve the hostage prooxem anc he could not 
negotiate with Carter Aommiatration . Then what resolution of 
hostage prooiem. arc what contacts, r.e was calking about? 

If tney nad not .Tiade a "Secret Oeai" witn an inofficial 
group in tne u.5. , then what was the reason for soTeone. with 
no formal autncrity, like Behesnti , to asK Tie to write suen a 
letter? 

13- The same cay, Ghotbzadeh wrote a istter to 'lajiis, 
conciucing, ‘We have information that me emerican Republican 
Party, in erder tc win the upcoming eisccior, is trying very 
naro tc delay tne resolution of hostage prooiem _;rtii- after 
the u.S. presidentiai eiecticn... 

Therefore it must be clear now that aii information 
IShotbzadeh had been giving me, since my meeting with 
Passandideh, were about the efforts of ... American 
Repubilcan Party to aeiay the resolution of hostage problem 
until! after tne u.S. presidsntiai election. ■ 

ih- 3n July 30.i58Q. a letter by memoers o: ij.5. 
Congress, addressed to hajiis, -uas reac or the f.cor of 
iajiis. upon reacirg c.nis .etter, Rafsanjani, Sceaksr of the 
lajlis. listed eight crimes of the united States' in Iran. 
Crimes nuonoer one and two were, respectively. freezing of 
Iranian assets', and “ biccKing tne sniement of military 
equicment ana spare parts, a.Lreaay paid for. 

However, on uctooer 23, 1380. omy one montr! after 
Iraq s invasion, and wnen the war was intensifying ana we 
were oadiy in need of arms ana spare parts. .Rafsanjani 
declared, in an interview given to Le !ionce. that ... we may 
not want the American arms. , . 

If there was no "Deal" wit.h Repubiicans wnic.n sssurec 
them of transfer of arms, wcuia it have oean possible tnat 
Pafsanjani, who nad called '‘biocKing the shipment of military 
equipment..." one of the eight major U.S. crimes, to anounce 
that " . . .we may not want the American arms'? Ana at tne same 
time secretly rscieving American arms through Israel'’ 
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1£- Frcm Ccrooer 10. cili Ixiove.Taer 5, 1960. -ne dag 
aefore 0.5. eieccian, due uc intencisne- oei aging cacrics 
m najiis. nothing was officially dene to resolve the hostage 
problem. Cn October 31, 1980, Seheshti came to see me 

in the war front. Behzad Niabavi, Minister of State at the 
time who signed the so called 'Algerian Declaration' later 
on, states, in an article in "Foreign Relation Ouarteriy" 
vvol. 3, Fail 1930), what Behesm had told Bani Saar in that 
meeting; ... Imam has oeen in t.his process of resolving the 
hostage problem and he approves it...'. Sut there was no 
official negotiation at the time and everything was halted. 
What '‘resciucion" was he talking about . other than the one 
that had already been saerstiy maae wic.n Republicans? 

I did not disclose wnat Se.nes.nti '~ac. said simply because 
Khomeini was so sensitive cowarcs it. .“urtnarmors I had not 
yet osiievea that Khonrsmi was personal.^ invcived. 

ic- Ore uesK after my meeting jitn Passanaiden, Dn July 
it. 1990, in a letter to Khomeini. I .asKea nim, '... is 
there still any doubt lin your mind) tnat tne concent of that 
ether tape is real and they are using tne hostages for their 
personal vendetta and consolidation of DCuer’’"' 

Cn July c5, 1980, I wrote to f1aj.^is, '... the one person 
WHO must undo the conspiracies in this period of crisis... 
must not be subjected to the actacKS of those wno wish to 
repeat the 1953 coup d’etat at any price. ... and the Speaker 
of the najiis, personally, worsens the situation as well...'. 

li'iP l^oS DOL'D wao ZT<e resuic of a "secrec deal " between 
tne .^ahiavi Court, U.S. Republican Aaministracicn , and t,ne 
British Censervative government; This was t.he first time, 
puPiiciy. I had accused Rafsanjani and his ccconspiracors in 
the IRP for setting the stags fof a CCUD d ' Stilt siWii-sr to 
tne 1353 coup - i.e. through a 'Secret Deal" with J.£. 
Republican Party. 

To cate, none of these people, Khomeini, nis son, 
Rafsanjani. and others ever denied making the Secret 

Deal". in fact on Nov. 3,1980. the day of 'J.3. election. 
Rafsanjani had openly, stated cn tne floor of I'tajiis, that^ 

' Uia will bs told, in the future, that we were tne cause or 
Reagon's victory." 

On tne same day I wrote. 
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1 : 


“ . . . I remember caht 6 monchs ago I told them that 
I cannot accept the responsibility of changing the 
psycnoiogy of American people to violence and inter* 
ventionism . . . . " 

2: “...and I think chat Reagan luill win the election, not 

as Republican vs. a Democrat, but as the symbol of the 
change in American people's psychology. A few days ago 
I told my associates that the decision about hostages 
HAS SEEN HADE TO BE RESOLVED at a time and in a manner 
chat wouia not help Carter rather in fact work against 
him. I think my conclusion, based on my long experience 
about the psychoiogy of western socitiea, due to my 
living there and my studies in that field has been 
proven correct . ' 


The next day, I wrote to Khomeini, . ! cold you, on 
several occasions, that Reagon's victory in cne election is 
tantamont to the change in the psychology of American people, 
ana chat it is very dangarous for rhe man kind. Now it is 
ciear that his election has exactly the same meaning." 

Note that I used the same phrase here, "change in the 
psychology of American people", as I had used in the Column 
on Che day I met Passanaideh, Ln July, when he told me about 
the proposal by Republicans. 

Now one should asK oneself whether all the events and 
facts I have listed above could have taken oiace. if the 
Americans who met Passanaideh in Hadrid, while under the 
COVER of representing the State Department, hao not actually 
sent cne ReouDiican oroDOsai to Khomeini? 

uhiisc ! talKed and wrote so extensively, based on what 
Fassandicah had taid me. wouidn t it have sufficed Khomeini 
of'D IKf ie5oer5 to Oimpiy cell me tnat cneg nad negotiated 
with Carter representatives, instead cf ail they have done, 
if Passanoidsn naa actually met with repreaencatives of 
Carter Aaministracion? 

Cquic cne closes his eues and disregard ail these _harq 
ana unaispucabie facts, with good conscious, to cover up this 
story ang tc exonerate Reagan and Bush? 
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.o: hr. E. LaujrancB Barceila Jr. 

Lhaif wUuiiLSLjl 

House iasK rorce □ i ECTCBES ^uRPRISt 

Pram, f'^ortze ^bOoiiahi 

on beraif of Frosinent: riani Saul 


Fax e 0 c?-e 2 c ^DQG 


^acc. ucc . EG, xBB'd 


Coar '-'c. Barceila; 

The Laiioujit'ig i£ ijoycs are uiie uLarjSiaLxuT i ur n^ajur 
cortian of additiuiiai uummenLa pL eiaiLlenL Qaiii Saui ui ejjat eil 
response wO oenciLe SuLiuumniluLea 's i*euui'«, and IL uMe 
Loiicuj up Lu Lhe li pacjrs i have faxad to you last: ujook . 
we rope that tney will slied aadlLiunai iiyhLa un yuur 
f.norts, Liiuuyh aL this laLu huufs of yaur tenure. Please 
cttil nB ttL 'lOa- / 37- 1^6*1 , if i can Dc of any assistance. 

have a merry ChrLOtmaoo and a great neuj year. 

Number of Pagesi including c.hia cover sl'seet) 13 
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WM'r L.t:ifsu irtiL MQ5T^6c5 . . • HUHiNLT cANl 5f>DR 

tuQULD HrtVE SEEK liiru53IBLE o-ITHCUT A 
5ECRET ’ uiilM REA6r^'N Lr^f'IR? 


' Rcqordin;g Penang Gu Qcjumm i L LSe ‘ 3 Report, a n O ctcber 
5 urm'i::>fag . .Rttum L; l eueirdi nQ sh ipmert: o f Aneri cqn 
ormj to I ron via icra c; 

The RepoTT; wonrirma LhaL ahocciy after Rcogor* came to 
pGUjcr , Amoricon arms luere shipped to IraTi. In this respect 
thEre are some u-mpui LauL facts in the ReuuL l that r^eed to be 

Rnnrih^ i 70Cl : 

1“ Haig says L'nat Coacy cbtained Rcagor ‘ o apcrovai , 
aJithcjuL his « * luuj i tsiiye . hiian says that haig obtaired 
r^euyan s apui uv/ai through CacK doer ; 

c“ Hutcrization far f \ spare parrs 'oCi‘C ictucd after 
L^uiiuving i~;rcrmacian rnar Guv^cls uere la gi'-'O i '5 ranks 
to Iraq; 

5~ Ui5. OQiicu regarcirg trerafer or aL*mo tc Iran was 
changed in J^iy. IDQi , 

h- Due to U.5. arms embaL yu of iran Khomeini had to 
turn ro lareex Far soarc partrj . 

Ln this seutiun uf tho Reoart, xike the port rayarding 
Paysrtr'Ui deh ■ s (neetlng in lladrid, 1 l is not the event by 
ityeih lmol expidXMs tie causes af the event. In fact io 
that LS in tontrediuLiun witii other ones. The Reoert is 
totally incoherent, and thus uiayuises the truth. IF, 
iiiytydd uf jusLlFyliiy eau’n event indepentiy, they xerc put 
coherynuiy -uysLheL , -licy xouid have explained the entire 
truth campictciy. 

Houjever ; 

aj Senate L nvesL iuatlun , I i nvest i gat i on j , Knous that 
Khufiieinl louuIlI ; lave not turned ta Israel aut.arrar leal 1 y . Thus 

Llieu ddiiiLt that Iran lu o s s o desperately i n nee d cf ODorc 

uol Ls LJioL f ol C fe Cl ^ Khome ^n i t a turn to Israe l . 

bjlaroci'c motives worOi 

i; part uf ’ IsLoei s peripheral Gtrategy" of 

building alliances with non-^Lab Countries bordering Israel s 
enennies; 

£; To orotrect tne Lemainxng members of Irai'tlan Je«Ajish 
community " ; 
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i scaLea cne numaer or cur i-dfiKbi 

large as 3‘J^ . DitiL eaf Let . clwiS no the shorcoac *=t aparc parte 
as lueii as carnages, Lheir numoers tMdil deuiired even further. 

Tne refore, if the re m ae dug ^-ic entu n’ qt Keepi ng the 

_n 1 i ir aru 5 al-ancB“. ^^mw i-ican s should hav e shippeo heiluuote r 

and tanKS spare parts, as ^ue il a s anu i t ank ml eaxles , rather 

than F-4 csor c n a rte . 


Lastly, in ejuns iS01 , cne ujeei-N uefore the 'Creeping Cauo 
O ■ fc-tat ' , C ■ Ccup ■ / , Iran hdLL pfsoarea tnree nrilitary piano, za 
te BxecuteQ immcaiate i y , in case 5aadam Hussein did not agree 
ujith the propesais of tne fui exyn ioinist.ers of four rrembero 
cf L.he fviun*-M i i gnecl Confer rer-iue . -jiiic.i .■craves t'not i ran luas on 
LhB effensive, aTid thus uas in nu need of F-h spare porta to 
naintiair tne Tilitary da i lance ayain^L i - / c? tanks* • ' 

3'J BuLM Knaneinl and tnt* Suul om'c Cel'ensc Council. lSDC > . 

.nad aoCBPtec tne proposaj bu four \au- **iigned foreign 

'♦»i**i ipLci'n . -jeULra*" riOSSBin naa dULtadd to it as ijBii. I ne 

foreign ni!iisters uere lu tecum to Tu-nran on June b, ^56 j. . 

However , they were COxq not lu '-anne even before I uias dsnoscc 
as cne uorrmaticier In Lrieif of the r-»trned rcrccs qc . j. P.il. on 

It inft / , 01. 

-BoaCL'S of cne isiamiC kboudi-l; farcy, .ifP.-'. Knew chet the 
i.ri3» uitasc of cne "Lauu was going to OC execuL0C by 
■ :i.;mrjijn 1 in Che cdys CO come . nflu i. Che four foreign 
ml maters tan roTie to Jenran, as schacluJed. and announced 
cne end of the war. thei e uuuid h ave been neichc r anu 

0 0 s s i biiitu f or _ t n e • Lcup _ j nor anu need f u r kl^oTi Cin i co c u rn 

’-c israc i j. 

uosequenciy, on juna ic.ibai. I wroce an uyen .etter . 
uini.cn was read on che fiuur uf i'lajlis.by hr . nnamd 
pnazanf arpeur . 'Tiaember cf ilnjiiiac because it was censored cn 
radio, Tv, and ail neujspr Incs > , where I cold the Iranian 
peoDio, ... I have told you, iranidTi peopie, that they arc 
executing a Creeping Coup d E.tat ’ , and I have described it 's 
clL f erent onases . 5u fai they have pi acceded the way I have 
explained, ana nou they ait* Liying to complete the last, 
phase, to cepose me from Lhe oresidenuy at*d to taKC fry -ifc. 
if they are succasfui in LhKSei eiJorts, tne following 
aeveiopments sr ai. La^.e oiace; . . .bj the impoSGQ uior, ^ 

I r-»nr»»rt ,.,i i - 1 -.C 31 i 1 r 1 1 - n« IfimciIPCft CeOlCtlOn of DOth 
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inpitsmtsTiLd L ion of ’J.S. uuiic;ea in fc •'lidixe Eant uiii be 
□ recoreci. -<na as ycu have o;ii:nesiiaLi xn “ns case of haacagca, 
iney jjouid Li« -□»'nociiecl i.cj aubmiut to the shamofull 
co^dicions of surrender ^r> Lhw uuar . . . you snouid be informed 
tnac the four fereign ministers . . . brought a praposei that 
Iraoi forces uiix cjiiDacK intu v.he Iraqi Lerr i Cor y . . . and a 
non-ni i itar ized zone oiiix jc created cr buLi’ sicss .of the 
corder;, ana all dirfeLencee shall be i eso^vsd through 
diiD.omaciC channels. . . fuiexyn ninjaters 'jjoro to return 
.ZD Tehran; on June 8: rtouiovai- whey changed their szheduie 
Cue to the situaLiut i i < uur Uountry , Vod au jc q po in th o 
uesc ni iita ru cosi ^ Ion 'ue have ever o een si nce t hs atart^of 
jjar . . was of tne aDinicin that, if Lhtsy ice us alone, luitn n 
nuftDEr of soectaeuwar vi^^Lories in cne fronts, in adOALiun tn 
aiinping tns uai’ , ue uouio "lavM cltJLuJteo tne u.b. olano in 
t'^s region... This is the state uf uui •'.liitory situation. 

. . . ue snail sec row this situatiuM cnange . . .Sisterc and 

drathers. . . if. oe forc it i s t cc iace . uou do no t resi s t thic 
aesnctls m a n t rid uf wt be fore it n ee fu llu - 

canso iiaacec it self, thi s dlct atofsh i t. uili be camoisteiu 
conne cted with rqrgirj n comiTi a l^au h, and ev e ntuai lL w hat ._l 

prec i cted tdp ovej . and e ve n worse, u l ii happen to u Q u.‘ 

Theiefuie. nut only u/b utac*e at our otrongoat position, 
since the start of the wai*, ua luere at tlio Drink of peace. 
They staged the Coup’ in urder to continue the war. khomoini 
u'as cecievad to believe that tre u.a., dritisn, and Isracii 
govermtifits wanted the defeat cf Iraq, as ns did. 

Before June 1301. niafat reasoned uiith Khomeini that it 
IS a deception ana their reai objective is to prolong the 
oar. rather man an Iranian vittuiy. .s: cmem; did not listen. 

b; lara eii motivoc ; 

I'j In t.he first Hire months uf the war, uihixc 1 uas the 
hresioent, and CihoLUZaaeh was the Fuieiyn I'liniscer, there was 
no tnreac to the rwinainxiiy Jewish community * in iron. In 
tact most the arm dee^kei s we dealt witn were Jeuia . <^nd it is 
a lie to Claim Lhat lui ae J ’ i motive was to ... orotccc . . . 
v'euiah community in Iran ' 

ma fuL Kei iplicLai btrategy tre fact of the matter 
is tnat it had been ifnDieme’’^ted befuie the Rovaiution, while 
tne onah was xti puuier . and it was abandoned with the victory 
or Lhe Revolution, in fact Beyi'. the Prime f'finistsr of 
Israel, had r^jpaaLaUiy stated that . . . Israel _-j tne major 
ioser of Iranian revuiuLiun . . . and wc must cestrog this 

revciutlon oy mternui, aa weii as extsmai, wars. .Prolong i rp 
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Che '.r an-, rag ma i ia t aracj. 3 aavon L og c . an a jjo gnou i a c c 

gv^ecx cn i ng c an f ar l: ;_■ s ^j^ar r. t c cam e r a ar r ng 

ejn several accataiun, in ;:ne Lo^unns, I discussed iegin a 
oosirion, ctrc argjea rnaTi. accur-ij. : 1 j , bringing tr.o uar to 
an eno, as exOBQiticusiy uussibic, uas of groatost 
auv-ontage l cj our Cauntrg . 

Recent. o, i . TaLujitsL s i mater af Ucfcnaa ra* 

tescifiBQ. .jnaer oatn. tnat . pai-aiji u asi ~g . “ pro long ing 

kt] — L CBUZ. i-L3 S— ^ r '-i^a a t □ cne a dv gtu tage □ f _ B l I n i i ag 

t ne u egt^an d uj s facixirateg trig me an s far it' s p rujongat lon" . 

U/as dogcsing tne Ii Hrudn !-'r = a ibo' 1 1 , '-jho uina againct Lnp 
continuation of tl^e mar. nnR or inese ftHans? nou acout 

giving to ootn sides ct r'^e ccnfiict surFlcient a'riount af 
arms to ts.'Sure a vL-wL^l^ :^or • oicner one''' 

Rignt after the Jreagari v^Ltory iri tne election, ail oF a 
suucsn , ths faction ujno maae t ne Jeai uiitJ- Reagan comp, 
started to aaverate for a lony uar . That is uhy from that dag 
on. I had cont ir'^uausig argued. t'ne Cciumn, agamet 

prolonging tre Liar ano ccmparec tre posit luiis of those uiho 
aavocatea it uath tnose of Israel ana the u.S., and I ujamed 
against tnem . jn Novemter 7,iS0O, Column, I accused Reagan ' c 
foccion to cause the uar . anu emonasized thMt uontinuing tnc 
jjor is Lu the oovantoge or the u . £i . 

in those aays, neitner tti« Scitjsn Dtsfenae iiiniater nac 
testified, nor tne transcrlct ot u.S. nmnsaaaor s ncotmg 
uith 5aaoam ncsseifi hdu Ceen auLiiisned ycr- ' ‘ 

Theretore, tno fact, t.nat Nnuritii Reogo'" , Tocennr. ana 
acgi n, ail concoraed cn. ..e. cruiungat.icn of the u.ar, is a 
much stronger explanation of unat has actually happened , 
rather than neuly creMtea, spoL-aLlc. ond unre^auoa 
explanations ana events tut tcgei.her in r.nu Report to cover 
up t.ho trurp: 

c; Chancre or U.S. u u iicu to wa rds tr an m Jului _i9B ii 

The Report totally disiegarcs thw fact that ;ust prior 
CO the change i" L.5. policy July 1991, there uiqs a "Coup 
d btat" in Iran lunich resulted in the call of a President uho 
luas running the uar unti.i June 10. ISBi . uuas it just an 
m LLilILNI that t.nis cnange in policy, and the flcu of arms to 
lian, tooK piace right after ms rail from oresidenuy'^ Most 
definitely not; because ne uaa vehemently against prolonging 
t.he war. and ore of the reasons for the Couo“ us to be able 
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aecidBd in Jui^ i301 , acciviLica for rcsai.'inff the 

prodiBni rao rastarteo in cniti rnQnt;n> . uainq ';:.ho hoacageo . . . 
ageist Carter’ -uouid de jn an unconpromlsiny cunt, i- edict ion 
vuith another part at tha Report; ^.e. Nhomeini ^ouid non have 
autnorized his neonew to negotiate wiLii tne reprceennativcs 
of carter ndm ir letrat ion ; ^harerora. tne t.adrid meeting was 
actually jjith i.ne amiasar-i us oL' the Reagan camp. 

If the naea for mjiiLaiy equinmcnta ana cpore parts 
uere so serious that forced Klh.onnoini lu accept the dan ger cf 
turning to Israel,*. I shall exoiain wny Li’iis canatitutod tr.e 
greatest ganger to him' • uny u-d he nan teke the cociar 
path and insisted on getting unat ‘ Iran had already paid for 
t rom the Carter Hdmir istrat ion < juny TaDatadaii did net preaa 
tne natter . as uarren L-nristopner saia, . ttage iO cF the 
Report;, cr ^juny cid t.ne Iraniana lut tne arms ieetjc drift 
Out of the taika‘\ as Ruder Juen said,*. page 30 uf t:-'e 
Report 

LLoyc Cutler, hornier uhltt: House Cuunsei , theonaeo ' 
that a deal with the Carter Aoministratipn irafore then 
ojouid nave excosea them to cume^Lic attocKS From the Far-* 
right mul„.ana and fruni rtUuihasson Dani-Sadr. . . uho 
atranuoLisiy opposed the deal the CaiLer f^dmiristration 
concluded in January 1301, calling it execcivcly favorable to 
the J . 5 . •* . 

had the 1 nvoat igauiuT I asKed me in uiCiting , »,oinco they 
Claim they had limited traveling auunui izat x cn .i . i uiould hova 
toid them that i opposoa the deui u»itr. ere uerter 
»^min 1 strat ion cecaupc* 

i .'reu had not guLLwi the releaac of military 
equipnents ana spare oaits. or for LPdL matter any arms cr 
spai u partBi 

li> I hBu did not have ail cuv- assets reicaseci; and 1^ 
fact they have inflicted a great *oss lu our Country, and J 
regarded the agreement, as uarren C'nrisLuuhcr does . s p . 37 or 
Lite Report^', a majur concoaoion by Iran*'; and 

illJ bignLrg rhe 'Hlgonan Daclara t i.un ' njas in vioiation 
of the Conot i tu t ian . 

And based un these three pcints I fixed a law suit 
against Rajaii. the Prime riiriister, as uieil as Benrad Nabavi. 
minister of btate ujho signed tne Doclaratian ' . 'ihtii afore it 
is a iie to ' theorise” that they did tiot ask the Carter 
Admlnistratlcn for arms and t>parc parts becousa they uere 

concerned aoout bani-eadr’s opposition. I n fac t if thau 

h ad anu ccnc e r Q _ about B c ^ n 1 Sadr s_o b.i eut io n ^ _nat on ly thau 

h ad t o ^ns i s t o n tne arms and s r e_gar t s . they u ou ld rot 

have dtaitt uea t he releas e of hoatQQCs^ ^ 
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C n e _ 1 ra n~ . r aa Iiia i is l ^ i. 3 r^a C _1 aavon t: Qg c , an a ^£5 gpou » a c o 

e n i ng jg c an f or l'. «3 t i^ar ~ia i: t c com e r o an r n g 

Jn sev^arai occatiiun, in Lo^unna, I discussed Begin a 

oosirion, ar^c argued ZDHt: . accur-li ; t j , bringing the uar to 
an end, as e>neQiticusiy as Mussibic. -uas of grootest 
aavontage lu our Countrg . 

Recent, u, i Tii , .'aLujict s i mater of Jetenso ra* 
testifiea. ^noer oatn. tnat . ^.pai-apn- J . "pro long ing 
the Ir an - 1 rag lua r '.ijaa t o cne a dvan tagB o f 5i ita in aa uj e il ac; 
t ne u est^and tiis faCi iita tecl the me an s for it' s p ru io n ga t ion" . 

Was dopcsing tne I L am an h'rss iba* 1 1 , uho una again^^t thp 
continuation of the mar. one or irese means? i^r»Li i lou about 
giving to Ootn sides ct me ccnfllct surfiuicnt amount of 
arms to a. 'Sure <3 vLul^l h for - cicner ape''* 

Rignt ufeer the Reagan v^Ltorg iri une election, all of a 
suudsn , tbs faction uno maae r ne iJeai u>iLl' Reagan camp, 
started to aaverate for a long uar . That is why from that dag 
on. I had cont ir'^uauslg argued, m t'ne Column, agamet 
prolonging tre Uiar ano ccmparec tre pGsitluns of tnoae who 
aavocatea it with t.nose of iaraei ana the u.S., and I warned 
against tnem . un Noveffter 7,iSeo, Column, I accused Reagan ’ c 
faction to uauae the war. anu emonasized that uontinuing tnc 
>jar is Lu the aovantoge or the u . £j . 

in those days, neitner vJi« ficitas.n Cofense iiimstar rac 
testified, nor tne transcrict at w.S. pmaasaaor s ncotmg 

With baOdam nossein heiu teen aubiisPed get' ' ' 

Theretore. me fact, mat Nnuritii ., Reogo'^ , Tacencr. ana 
dcgin, ail concorded cn. ^,e. pruiuTigat.ion of the uar. is a 
much stronger explanation of wnat has actually happened, 
rather than newly creHLea, spoL-aLlc. and unre^atoa 
explanations ana events tut together in t,r\u Report to cover 
up cho trLirh; 

GJ Change or U.S. u u iicu tow a rda _ » r an m Julu, i.9B i i 

Ihe Report totally disiegards the fact that ;ust prior 
to the change l'^ U.S. policy in July 1991, thofa was a "Coup 
d'h-tat' in Iran wnich resulted in the rail of a President who 
was running the war unti^i June 10, isei . was it just an 
e CLiOLNI that this Change in policy, arid the flew of arms to 
iL-an. tooK piace right after nis fail frem oresidenwy'^ host 
definitely not; because ne was vehemeiiLiy ogainst prolonging 
t.he war. and one of the reasons far the Coup“ ws to be able 
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aBCided in Jul^ i301 , activiLlc^ for rcoaivlng the 

prooiBTn hao rastarrea in tnia montn^ . uBin^; t.he hoatagoa ... 
ageist Carter .k-ouid be in an unconpromiainy contL-adiction 
*.uith anothor part at tha Report; ^.e. Nhomeini «;ouid not have 
autnorized nis nepnew to negotiate ujIlii tne repreeentat ivcs 
of tarter nrim iniatrat ion ; ^hererora. tne i.adrid meeting ujas 
actually uith i.na BmiasonwB oL the Reagan camp. 

•• Ii? the need for mjiiLaLy equinmcnta ana spore parts 
uore so serious that forced xchomoini lu accept the dan ger cr 
turning to Israel, «. I shall exoiain wny Lhis conatituted tr.e 
greatest Ganger to nim' • j. uny u*d he nat take the cociar 
path and insisted on getting unat ' Iran nad already paid for 
t rom the Carter ^dmiriatrat lony jjny 'TaDatabaii did -»ct press 
tne natter as uarren unristopner said, - uage I^O of the 
Report!, cr uiny did t.ne Iraniariii itsL me arms iesuc drift 
Out of the taika", as Ruder JjAien said,'. page 30 uf f'e 
Report 

LLoyc Cutler, former Uhite House Cuunsei , theorisea 
that a deal uuith the darter AOmini atrat ion baCore then 
ojouia nave exposed them to cumeBtic attaCKS fram the far-- 
right mui-.an3 and frum rtUuihassen Dani-Sadr. . . uho 
atranuousiy opposed the ueai the Carter Administration 
concluded in January 13B1, calling it execclveiy favorable to 
the J . 5 . . 

rad the i nvest igatiur i asKed me in wr i t i ng , o 1 nco they 
Claim they nan limited traveling auunut izat icn ^ , i u>ould hove 
toid them that i opposed the deal luitr tre uarter 
i strat ion Lecaupc* 

i I> .'j'eu had not guiten the reieaoG of military 
equipnents ann spare caiLS, or for Lhat matter any arms cr 
spai u partsi 

li> I neu aid not have ail cuv* assets reiuaseci; and 
fact they have inflicted a great ^oss lu our Country; and 1 
regarded the agreement, ae uarren Christuuher dGBS.<.p.'J7 of 
tlie Reports' , a majur concoaoion by Iran" ; and 

ilti blgning cha "Hlgoi’ian Daclaratxun luas in violation 
cif the Conot i tu t i an . 

And based un these three points I fixed a law suit 
against Rajaii. the Prime riinister, as ui«ll as Benrad Nabavi . 
Minister of btate uho signed une Declaration'. 'iMai afore it 
IS a iie to ‘theorise’ that they did not ask the Carter 
Adminlstraticn for arms and Bpare parts beesusa they uere 

concerned aoout dani-Sadr’s opposition, ( n fac t if theu 

h ad any conc ern about B ^nl Sadr s o bieuLio n, not on ly theu 

h ad to m s i s t o n the a rms and s tJ^L®_oart3, theu u ou Id rot 

have (i mauc a tno releas e o f x 
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JuL^i in ;ect:era cd Kr^oimeini. as wwii ao i-n the Column, 

I voiced mu chjectione repeatedly, 

* On GuLjDer lO.ibdO, the ^sane aay the negotiation with 
Carter AamlnistraLion cciiapaoa uriLiii the election day, by 
^CC I DENT again, s,hoinBinx , in clear vioiation at Llie Constitu- 
tion. appoiTited the SpeaKcr ut* L:ie Caj^is. and tJ^jo memders of 
tns i^ajXis, to the 5DC. 3y hCCI CEN f again, in the first 
meeting at the 5DC , one cf Lf-em suggested that tr.e Chairman 
□t tr .0 5DC De selected fron thw membaLS of the CDC . again in 
Clear viaiatlon or the Constitution Lhat appoints the 
^resident of the Kepubi^u Chairman, wiien re made the 
suggestiuTi, aSKBd him if tnay die maKing the preparation 
ror a ’Jes i ultn Carter s In this maating ^^afsanjani, 

N.namenei i , and .^ajail crorissed to tne ncstage problem 

in a manner that aii ub^aLecies oe remevea ter our armed 
rurutib to be abie to meet Lht-y r^eeos from foreign sourcea , 

In January li. Column. i remi:iLiec them r.hac on the first 

cr second meeting of mt; SDC they rad trnmissed to provide 
uuLSiCe sources for oui "liitji'y neeca ; '^o tar r.nerc is nu 

rLign r n»t cjQ c:c2uia . . . ' . 

fl iciL to Octouci _j. I I in rcoouneo t^j tnn Letter 
or U.b. Congress to the memDors of LJie iiaj.iia. Kafaanjoni 
oaiisc tna CiOCKing or mill Lai y rtyuicmanc. ana tnc eparo 
parr...* one of the eight ma )ui u.3. crimaa against Iran. 
Later, on October dd . and es, i9BO, Katsaf^jani. and Fcajaii, 
Changed their position suddenly, ana announced that Iron 
does not need nmerican arms. This change in their pasition 
was not CBcause of Bani-Saui- s appositiun tc the so coiiad 
Aigeriar Oeci ration; not only cam Sadr was vehmantiy for 
recieving the arms, as well as cndiT^g Lhc war, but there uos 
not even any agreement witn the Cartel* «-^dministratian yet. 

noreover, ihe tuo factiuT»b uliat surfaced after the 
coup ■ , far right muiiahs and lJ’w 'moderates' , belonged ta 
tne same faction, contrary to CuLlut a erranocus '‘theory", 
benesnti, i^afsenjani , and othuini, had renoatediy said, both 
in the najiis, as ueii as in the media, that we ore all 
together in the line I.nam , tioni Sadr is on the epposite 
sidi:: and agoine;; the line ot Imam*'. 

TMub iL lb uiear that if Khorreini woo in favor of 
using the hostages . . . against Carter" in July 19Q0; 

I'j Hb CGuid Tiot have sent hie neonew to negotiate uiith 
Carter hdm in Istrat ion . 

Ill ho did not ask for militai'y equiomont and spare parte 
trem carter ndministiatian oecause uf tne aDpositicn of Bani 
Gndr and ethers . 

in tiUe uaee . 'ohat uas hia reasons for turnii’p to Israel 
for arms, insteaa of asK ; ny Lhc Carter naministrat ion? 
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Casey and Hashemi Summary 

TUESDAY WEDNESDAY THURSDAY 


MONDAY 


FRIDAY 


SATURDAY 


SUNDAY 


W. CMcyLoo^ 
CYRUS HASFIEMI 
INLONXKJW 
AND MADRID 


W.OMiy LoaM 
CYRUS HA^TEMl 
IN LONDON 


WvC«KyP«rii 
W.CMWytoadno 
CYRUSliASHEMI 
CM LONDON 
(UKELY) 


W.Cmc^Pm^ 

W.CMcyNevYorii 

Metro 

C. Metro 

CYRUS HASHEMi 
TONHWYORK 
FROM 
LOMDON 


W.Cawy Detroit 
Metro 


WyCaieyLpK 
Aniekiit^ 
CYRUS HAS] 

mcom. 


W. Casey Loi 
Aficelei Metro 
CYRUS HASHEMI 
INNEWYORJC 


6 

W. CSwey New 

York Metro 

7 

W. Casey WN^D 
CMetro 

8 

WCMeyWaslLD. 

CMetro 

W Caiiey Oeiraa 
W.CMey Lro 
. hfletro 

9 

W.CMcyUi* 

Angela Meira 

10 

WCweyLos 
Angd9 Metro 

13 

14 

W.CaKvWashD. 

CM«ro 

OOP CONVENT- 
ION, 

DETROIT, 

MICHtOAN 

13 

W, Casey OetroH 
Mtiro 

GOPCONVENF- 
j ION, 

I OETKOfT, 

1 MICHIGAN 

1 

i ^ ■ 

[ 

■ 

i 

16 

W. Casey Detroit 
Metro 

OOPCONVEytT- 

lON, 

DETROIT, 

MiailGAN 

17 

OOP CONVENT- 
ION, 

OETROlTg 

MICHIGAN 

2r~ 

W.CiaeyNewYofk 

Metro 

21 

W.CaseyWaitta 

CMetro 

S2 

’W^Gaacy Wasb. D: 

CM<^ 
wdtaeyUm 
Angeiei Metro 

23 

W. Caster WsiIlO. 

C, MtM) 

2T" 

W. Caie>' Wash. D. 
CMetro 

'27 

W.CaMySsB 
Franaieo Metro 
WCneyLec | 

AAteks Metro 
CYRUS HASHEMI 1 
IN CONN. 

28 

W. Caiey LMMofi 
Metro 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORIU 
CONN 

29 

[WCsMyljaiMkMi 

1 Metro 

W. Casey New Yoti 
Metro 

W. Casey Waith.O. 

C Metro 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 

3D ~ 

W. Casey Wash. D. 
CMetro 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 

31 

W. Casey WatfLD 
CMetro 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN WILTON 







August 1980 

Casey and HashOTi Summary 

SUNDAY MONDAY TUESDAY WEDNESDAY 'mURSDAY FRIDAY SATURDAY 



1 

W.OMryLoa 

AB^eleaUdlDro 

5 

W.CMeyNewYnk 

Metro 

3 

W.CdeyWidLD. 

C 

5 

W OkM^WMfr O. 
C,MeiiD 

W.CaaeyNfwYoct 
Oiy Metro 

5 

W. Casey Waak^D 
CMctm 

T ^ 

W.C«icyWisd.D. 

C Metro 

W.CMey New York 
OtyMciio 

F 

W. Qtey New York 
QiyMetm 
CYRUS HASHBMI 

innvwnn 

9 

lO 

li 

cyHmHAsmm 

SEWYOtaCTO 

LONDON 

TJ~ 

W. C^sey Chicafo 
Metro 

W. Casey Wafili.D. 
CMiW 

CYRUS HASHEMl 
IN LONDON 

13 

WCawryWariiO. 

CMetro 

CYRUS HASHEMl 
INLOHIDON 

w~ 

W.CMryWaatiO. 

CMetio 

CYRUS HASHEMl 
IN LONDON 

IS 

W,C«eyWak.D. 

CMcuo 

CYRUS HASHEMl 
INNEWYORIC 

16 

17 

TS~ 

W.CMeyWMiLD. 

C Metro 

T? 

W. Casey Wadi. D. 
C.M«*ro 

50 

W. CaacyCohiiBbus 
W.CaaeyWash.D. 
CMebo 

51 

W. Caaey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

22 

W.CaMyWatb.D. 

C Metro 

23 

■ ' I- . 

54“ " 

W.CMeyLm 

Angdei Metro 

25 

W. Casey Wm*. O, 

C Metro 

W. Oney Los 

Aiigeks Metro 

26 

W.CMcyWidtD. 

CMdro 

W.Caacy New York 
CityMeifo 

W, Cwcy WadL 0. 
CM«ip 

W CwBj^New Ycait 

w~~ 

W.CiieyW«;h.D. 

CMdro : 
W.Csiicy^t^^ 

by 

W.CMeyWaskD. 

C. Metro 

w 

W.CiwyWaduD. 

CMefro 

W. Cas^ New York 
Metro 

31 

W.C»cyNewYoct 
Qty Metro 

App. 0381 



September 1980 

Casey and Hashemi Summary 


SUNDAY 

MONDAY 

TUESDAY 

WEDNESDAY 

THURSDAY 

FRIDAY 

SATURDAY 


1 

2 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

3 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

4 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

5 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

6 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

7 

8 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

9 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

10 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C. Metro 

11 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C. Metro 

12 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
BELIEVED TO 
BE IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

13 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

14 

W.CMeyWaslLD. 

CMetro 

W.Catey Garden 

Qty 

15 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

W. Casey New Yort 
Qty Metro 

15 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey New York 
Qty Metro 

17 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

18 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

15 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

2D 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

W. Casey New York 
Metro 

21 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
ARRIVES IN 

NEW YORK 

FROM LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

22 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
W. Casey Wash. D. 
CMetro 

23 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

2? 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

W. Casey New York 
Qty Metro 

25 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

25 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 

IN AM 

LEAVES FOR 
LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

27 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
BELIEVED TO 

BE 

IN LONDON 

W. Casey Short 

Hills, NJ. 

28 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
BELIEVED TO 
BE 

IN LONDON 

25 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

bo ~ 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
BELIEVED TO 
BE 

IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

W. Casey New York 
Qty Metro 
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October 1980 

Casey and Hashemi Summary 


SUNDAY 

MONDAY 

TUESDAY 

WEDNESDAY 

THURSDAY 

FRIDAY 

SATURDAY 




1 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey New York 
City Metro 

2 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

3 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 
CMetro 

4 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

3 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C. Metro 

6 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C. Metro 

7 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

B 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C. Metro 

5 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

W . Casey Los 
Angeles Metro 

ID 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W . Casey Los 

Angela Metro 

11 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

W. Casey Los 

Angela Metro 

12 

13 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
BEUEVEDTO 
BE IN LONDON 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

W. Casey New York 
City Metro 

14 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
ARRIVES IN 
NEW YORK 

FROM LONDON 

IN AM 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

15 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C. Metro 

15 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

W. Casey New York 
City Metro 

17 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

W. Casey New York 
City Metro 

IS 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

15 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

20 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

W. Casey 

Cindnnati, Oh 

21 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

22 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

23 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

24 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

W. Casey New York 
City Metro 

25 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

26 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C. Metro 

27 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

2S 

FOR LONDON 
CYRUS HASHEMI 
LEAVES NEW 
YORK 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C. Metro 

W. Casey Cleveland, 
Oh 

25 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

W. Casey Cleveland, 
Oh 

30 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 

31 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

W. Casey Wash. D. 

C Metro 
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November 1980 


Casey and Hashemi Summary 

THUFWDAY 


WEDNESDAY 


FRroAY 


SATTJRDAY 


TUESDAY 


SUNDAY 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
BEUEVEDTO 
BE nSf LONDON 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
BEUEVEDTO 
BEIN LONDON 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 


CYRUS HASHEMI 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
tHNEWYORIC 

OR-: ' 

COlWECtlCUT 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CmNECnCUT 


CYRUS HAS^IEMl 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 


CYRUS HASHEMI 


CONNECnCUT 
CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 


CYRUS HASimMI 
IN NEW YORK 
CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

^^CONKBCnCUT 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 


CYRUS HASHEMI 


CONNECTICUT 
CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECncUT 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
BEUEVK>TO 
LEAVE NEW 
YORK 

FOR LONDON IN 
I AM 


3 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
TN LONDON 

3 

RH 

CYRUS hashemi 
INLONDON 

5 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
BEUEVEDTO 
RE IN LONDON 

hf 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECnCLT 

11 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

12 

CYRUS hashemi 
IK> mWYO|UC 
OR 

C»NNBGtlCSrT 

YT 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN 

CONNECnCUT 

IS " 

CVRUSM>dtHEMl 
tN NEW YORK 
CYRUSliMSHEJkO 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECrtCOT 

15 

CYRUS HASHHW! 
INNEWVORX 

CONNEOtlGUT 
CYRUS hashemi 
IN NEW YORK 

2? ~ 

CYRm HASHEMI 
INLONDON 

ir~ 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
INLONDON 

25 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
INLONDON 






Casey and Hashemi Summary 

lyESOAY WEDNESDAY WURSDAY 


SATURDAV 


MONDAY 


FRIDAY 


SUNDAY 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
Ih^tONDON 


CYRUS HASHEMJ 
IN LONDON 


CYRUS HASHEM! CYRUS HASHEMI 
BBUEVEDTO WIjONDON 
BE IN LONDON 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
INLOHOON 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 


CYRUS HASHEMI 


CYRUSHASMEMl 
IN NEW YORK 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 


WASHINGTON, 

D,e 


CYRUS HASHEMI CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK IN NEW YORK 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
LEAV'ESHEW 
yORKFOR 
LONDON 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
TO 

WASHINGTON, 

acw 

EVENING 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 


CYRUS liASHEMI 
INLONDON 


CYRUJ5UASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
INLONDON 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
INLONDON 
CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
INLONDON 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
INLONDON, 
0637 EST 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
LEAVES FOR 
LONDON 


CYPRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 


CYRUSHASHEM! 

mL0Mf30N 





July 1980 

Casey Summary 

SUNDAY MONDAY TUESDAY WEDNESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY SATURDAY 



1 

New York aty/ 
London, England: 

2 

London, Fjigland: 

AllenAJolis 
depositions; Allen 
A WJC 
documents. 

3 

London, England: 

Allen A Jolis 
depositions; Allen 
A WJC 
documents. 

3 

London, England/ 
Paris, France: 

3 

Paris, Franoe/New 
YorkQty/Wash., 
D.C: 

AllenAJolii 
depositions; WJC 
documents; 

Dental records; 
AMEX reodpt 

AllenAJolis 
depositions; Allen 
A WJC 
documents. 

AllenAJolis 
depositions; Allen 
A WJC 
documents. 

5 

Long Island, New 
Yoft 

Invoke from The 
Creek Country 
Qub; 

WIC aeaetaiys 
documents. 

7 

Arlington, Va: 

s 

Washington, D.C7 
Detroit. Mi/Los 
Angeles, Ca: 

Invoke from 
Metropoliun 

Qub; WJC 
documents. 

^^9 


11 

Detroit, Mi: 

12 

WJC documents. 

WJC documenu. 

WJC documents. 

AMEX reodpt 

13 

T3 

Washington, D.C/ 
Detroit, Mi: 

AMEXreodpC; 
Amodated Press 
report. 

REPUBUCAN 

CONVENTION 

15 

Detroit Mi: 

TE 

Detroit Mi: 

17 

Detroit Mi: 

18 

19 

WJC documents; 
Amodated Prem 
report 

REPUBLICAN 

CONVENTION 

Newsweek Article 
REPUBLICAN 
CONVENTION 

REPUBLICAN 

CONVENTION 


21 

Arlington, Va: 

22 

Arlington, Va/ 
Washington, D.C 
/Los Angeles, Ca: 

23 

Arlington, Va/Wash. 
,D.C: 

23 

Washington, D.C: 

23 

Los Angeles, Ca/ 
Bohemian Grove, 
Ca: 

25 

Bohemian Grove, 

Ca: 

AMEX receipt 

Newsreporuof 
accepting $29.4 
million check 
from U.S. Treasury, 
WJC documents. 

Invoice from The 
Creek Country 
Chib. 

AMEX reodpc. 

Trent deposition; 
Smith interwew. 

AMEX receipt; 

WJC documents. 

Trent deposition; 

Smith interview, 
Bohemian Grove 
invoke. 

27 

Bohemian Grove, 
Ca/San Frandsoo, 
Ca: 

2S 

London, England: 

29 

London, England/ 
New York Qty/ 
Wash., D.C: 


31 

Arlington, Va: 

App. 0386 

Mumy, Jones, 
Chadwick, Funk 
ADallcck 
Interviews 

WJC documents; 

New York Times 
article. 

WJC documents. 

Trent deposition. 

Murray & Chadwick 
Interviews 


/ 
































August 1980 

Casey Summary 

SUNDAY MONDAY TUESDAY WEDNESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY SATURDAY 



1 

Loa Angeles, Ca: 

Alien deposition; 
WJC documents. 

2 

Long Island, New 
York: 

AUea depositioo A 
documents. 

3 

H 


H 



9 


11 

StCbailea,!!: 

12 

St Charles n/Washj 

13 

Arlington, Va: 

14 

Arlington, Va/ 
Washington, D.C 

AMEX recpt WJC 
docs; Tom Caaey 
depo. 

DEMOCRATIC - 
CONVENTION, 
NEW YORK 
CITY 


16 

FahrenkopC/Bicbel 

intcrvioM. 

FahrenkopC/Biebd 
interviewa; WJC 
documenla. 

DEMOCRATIC - 
CONVENTION, 
NEW YORK 
CITY 

T. Casey depo; 
FahrcnkojpC/ 

Biebel IntervwB 
DEMOCRATIC - 
CONVENTION, 
NEW YORK 
CITY 

WJC documents. 
DEMOCRATIC - 
CONVENTION, 
NEW YORK 
CITY 

AMEX receipt; 

WJC A J. Baker 
documents. 

17 




21 

Arlington, Va: 


23 

WJC documents. 

AMEXrecdpt; 

WJC A J. Baker 
documents. 

WJC A J. Baker 
documents. 

23 

Los Anfdet, Ca: 

AMEX receipt 

25 

Lot Attgelet, Ca/ 
Ariioftoo, Va/ 
Wash., D.C: 

26 

Arlington, Va/ 
Washington, D.C 
/New York aty 

27 

New York aty/ 
Wash., D.C: 

5S 

Arlington, Va/ 
Washington, D.C 
/Chicago, U: 

29 

Arlington, Va/ 
Washington, D.C 
/MkkUeburg,Va: 


EAL Shuttle 
receipt; WJC A J. 
Baker documents. 

Invoice from The 
Creek Country 
Qiab; 

WJC documents. 

NewYorkUmcs 
aitkk;WJCAJ. 
Baker documents. 

Allen deposition A 
documents; WJC 
documents; 

Kramer Books 
invoice; EAL 
Shuttle receipt 

AMEXreoeipC; 

WJCAJ.B^er 

documents. 

Associated Press 
report; WJC 
docunients. 

Tom Casey 
deposition. 

31 

Long bland. New 
Yoric 

Alien dcpoaitioo A 
documentatkML 

App. 0387 


































September 1980 

Casey Summary 

SUNDAY MONDAY 'nJBgliA'r SrePNESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY SATURDAY 



1 

T — ^ 

Vc 

T 

Arl^Agtom Va: 

AflioftOft Vac 

T~ ■ 

Artifigtott^ Va/ 
MideSleburi^Vai: 

6 

Afilagtoo. Va/ 
WaridBgttMt O.C 

R£9$m/Bmih : . ■ ■ ■ 

AlibidqaQ(d<kNi4 
docitiiksiilfi; WJC 
A X Baker dcxa. 

Allca (kpotMioo A 

aiymtMMtf WJC 

WiCdoottDe&tf; 

WatldagiaiiPail 

Aftkte 

J. dixiiaaeiiti. 

WlCAi. Baker 

doCOmCAHU 

dCaSUBMCBtMi 

AMEXicodiKJ. 

. Baker doewneat*. 

WJCdiDctiiBtat&. 



9 

Arf^i^.Va/ 
Wsuhinpm, ac 
/lUchiAomt ViiL . 


11 

A(1ITD|iaa4 WOtott 

12"^ 

Crvrtid CRVr Va/ 

■:^ai0A^P0,;A 


Rhtgmi/BuBh 

Camptiffi 

^kxtanmui 

WiCAXasloef 

docamenti. 


Intact firoei 
MetitMoliliii 

documtiksa; 

Cafapaifp 
documaut; J. 
E^loerdocumeiits 

AMEX rttpaift; 

WK^ doaooamk - 
ReagaadMi 
Campi^ 
docmtMiiu 

docuAqata. 

Rea^pB^Brndi 
Dunern^ 
dooiiftmita; ^ 
docmnsmls. 

X. Baki^domin^ft. 

•■’■ . ' ■ ' ■' 

Ra«fa«/B<aA 

CampaigiEi 
ducmiumta; WiC 
docammdk 

X BakxrdocmKiikts. 

14 

MiapakVai/ 

Outk»aty,H± 

13 “ 

AiUnpoa^Via/ 

Wa^angfoiKOXl 

JN€wYvtriL0r, 


17 

Arliegtoct Va/FaUs 
Churelt Va^ 
wiudt,ac. 

IS” ■ 

Adiagton, Va/ 
Mn2dikd»ll^Va^ 

'l9:-"'' ■ 

AriingtottVaif 

MiiMk^Nifg.Va: 

SI 

' A0Daiti«d Pita 

AMEXtecdpi; 
Rcapo/Bnah 
Cunpaifn 
dooumtaatl 
WXCAl. Baker 

<kx:uii^ 

Nie^ Y«rkTlw»^'' 

dccum««<Jt Wlc A 
- 'XBakar ' ' 

■ . . dixaimentit 

Reagm/Bmh 

Camniigii 

doatnaUKimc 

(kxvaeatM, 

AklEXr0mi^t‘ ' 

wjCdammM^ 

Rmgui/Bwib 

Caiiipu|» 

ikxumesm^ 

docortiMiiia.- 

AMtXy?;'Osj?PS:'. .- 

C>ise^ 

• Ckil?: WJCA,. 

X Baker dooimeots. 

Bt}tbaofe> Md: 

52~ 

Ariiogfoo, Va: 


m “ 

Minoola, NewYorl/ 

AHingldd^Va: 

23 

Ariiflgtont Vf ; 

26 

Artingta}, VaAVaan. 
,D.O 

27 : 

SbonHIltesNJj 

Cluitiiaa Soendt 
MomiocRqpsfft 
(Aodenoii 
ddMtc). 

OovstoScieocie 

MoEdiiflarirepoti; 

WiCdciciiRKiBtt; 

docttinaits^J. 

’ B^EinrdoQtnimtt 

AMEXmxspt,^ 

Rd^fm^iah 

Can^ign 

doamMSla;^ 

WiCAJ.BaiuT 

document*. 

ReMpm/Bush 
Campaign 
documenfs; WIC 

A i. Baker 
i documents. 

WX^iJocunMinta. 

ijontbOaod 

UgbMi% 
ComiMuiydecac 
WJCAi.fiafettr 
dod.; Reagim^iiiili 
Camptigu 
docimwitta. 

Rcagan/Bufeli 

camptiiia 

doc»ine»a^ 

' Aoenittatu^ . ' . ' 
KcamarHoobi 
itnoiot. : ■ , ' ■ 

26 

29 

AliiQctiNi, V«/Wiiit 
,D.C: 


App. 0388 

Reagan^ods 

ikictnneida; WJC 
^XSjaket 
dbctinieiitt; |avc>ks 
firtMdUie 
Motropotiiift 

Chib. 

RedgaaiStah 
CampfingR 
docuioensa; WIC 
X&tktrA 

Rogma it Weils 
xlcdL; Aaspd^^ 
Prat report 





























October 1980 


Casey Summary 

mSSttAV : WEJJWKSOAt WU«^AV 


FWDAV 


SATURDAY 


MOWOAV 


SUNDAY 


^ ynttcMr 




AHtegla^ Vik 


CMO|»43i/WrC 

«bi.aito 


Ailit^ioe Vc 


vif^cullHCnts; 
Caiap«i|f^ 
Wlf 4yom«a»U. 


ANCEX irCBipr4 

OuDpiriiD 

dftouBCHts; 

W|C<l<Kimioxtt 


FteaiRnyBiMib 

^lottiiiK^tji: WIC 

dcicunteitsir. 


AMI^ irDojik; 

tUag»fi/SiJ«k 

CampMi^ 

documtfifii; 

WK xioMimcau* 


AMEH trx€^:, 
KxsicM/UiMh 
\ Cun^M'^ . 

' ttoCKAKSiar 
WlC S^'tiSUSlUX. 


AMEK fDcctpt; 
RefgSMi/BiMh 
Oinifttigii 
' i^o£unuatU' 

WiC doonnwx. 


AMHX rcoetpt; 
HeafbjyBiKti 
Campaign 
aocuxscfiu 


«*^Y<Kkaiy/ 
^Hflgtfisii. Vic 


Ariingtmi, Va^tVcw 
YratCHy, 


AMHX nxxipux 

OuDpdgn 
4oeiiin«<Cb 
W3C doc^konstfc, 
AaaoctaiM Pnd* 


C)unpiP3ii 
iocuflirtttic WTC 
BAkcr 
lioctunea^Ui 


AMEX m^eipi, 


Ecvgatk/duali 
CaBiffiuKtt 
i3cx\mit!iitik WIC 
accuivMsiOk 
AlSmitl} Diuncr 
<ii3icuinentc. 


AmCKmuodfitm 
nspOTtj Roagpo/ 

SmIi 

documeifiiv w3C 

(k)C«tneni& 


rcpoA: tiefl^o/ 
Bitfb 

CatApMgn 

dotittfteJntr, W3C 
ik«uiments. 


Adutgtoo, Va/ 

W««htH30(i.tr.C 


A^ii^tp^xii, Va/ 
AMiiidila, Va: 


Ajr«lQ|too, Va/ 
WathJ^d(,%P.C 
fCmoKMiL On: 


Artington, Va: 


■0»Rlp&^ 

i^nvsnu: WiC 
4L| tokwf 
aooird«:^x& 


AMP^rwdp 

WiCT&J.& 

iSe<»tiisierit9u 


ReA^an/Ha^ 

6s>cvw«ttJk: 

<ijx^f9sfitux 


AMEX (%c«i(A: 
Erctititiic: report, 
W2C tkxaitwttfa 


Acb^gtoo, Va: 


Ariittcten. V*: 


OiKrtecirt, C<d/ 
ArimgKW, Vi; 


ArUofion^ Vjii 


AMEX ftocipi; 
RtflgAii/auah 
Campaigir 
dcitSdmeotK 
WIC A^onnnaitaL 


AM^ nrcapt; 
RcagaiVBuih 
Campaign 
documenu; 
WJC documciiid 


(I.eii|iip/Buci6 

Campiti^r 

^.ox;Knta;;WiC 

ikKaitortu^ 


rimgstt/iHdii 
C^dpiiign 
dqcutnenis; i. 
Baltisr doodmenu 


Wit; doaunenUi 
United Prow 
tntcsnatioiuJ 
report,* 

Wiltuun VanCMvc 
docomeiitt. 


Rea^'Raan 
C^piifn 
diKums^tK UPl 
mpXK 

PresjiSextkaf deteue 





































Undassified 


ashemi Summary 

QNESDAY IramSDAY 


TUESDAY 


FRIDAY 


MOHDAY 


SXJHOAY 


SATURDAY 


NOALLEOgD 
MEETmO$<^ 
THK OAtie: ' 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
WLOhTOON 
(UKELY) 


CYRUS MASHEMl 
LONDON TO 
Madrid AND 
Rack 

(MEETING wrm 
TASSINDIDEH) 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
ISWHDOH 


CYRUS HASHHMI 
RETURNED 
TO NEW YORK ' 
FROM 
LONDON 


No ALLEGED 
meetings ON 
THIS DATE 


NOAU^CED 
MEETINGS ON 
THIS DATE 


NO ALLEGED 
MEETINGS ON 
THIS DATE 


NO ALLEGED 
MEETWCS ON 
THIS DATE 


NO ALLEGED 
MEETtNGSON 
THIS DATE 


NO ALLEGED 
MEETWCS ON 
THIS DATE 


NO ALLEGED 
M^nWGSON 
THIS DATE 


NO AU-EGEO 
MEETINOON 
THIS DATE 


noau^ged 

MeElWCON 
THIS DATE 


NO ALLEGED 
MEETING OK 
THISPATE 


NO ALLEGED 
MEenNGON 
THiSDATE 


NdAtLEGED 

MEETWOON 

THlSDAtE 


HO ALLEGED 
MEETING ON 
THISDATB 


NO ALLEGED 
MEETING ON 
THIS DATE 


NO ALLEGED 
MEETING ON 
TMISDATB 


NO ALLEGED 
MEETING ON 
THIS date 


NO ALLEGED 
MEETING ON 
THIS DATE 


NO ALLEGED 
MEETING ON 
THIS D ATE 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN CONN. - i 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN CONN: 


CYRUS HASHEM 
IN NE W YORK/ 
CONN. 


CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN WILTON 







September 1980 

UnclassijSed Hashemi Summary 


SUNDAY MONDAY mESDAY WEDNESDAY THURSDAY jFKPAY SATURDAY 


■ 

' ■ 

1 — 

2 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 

3“‘ 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW York 

4- 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 

5 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
INNEWYORK 

r — 

1 

^ - - - 

8 

CYRtJSHASHEMI 

lKU>NOON 

9 

CYRUS 

lNU)NDON 

TO 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

TS ~ 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

T2 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
BEUEVEOTO 
B£ IN LONDON 

13 

14 

T5 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

16 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

T7 

CYRUS KASHEM! 
IN LONDON 

IS 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

' 

19 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
INLQNDON 

20 

• . 

. 

21 

CWUSHASHEMi 

iMUUVBSm 

NEWYOtlK 

EROM 

LONDON 

Cn^Rl^ HASHEMI 
^NEWVOJtt 

23 

tYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 

23 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 

25 “ 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 

25“ 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW.YORK 

IN AM 

LEAVES FOR 
LONDON 

27 “ 

OfRUS HASHEMI 
BEUEVEOTO 
BE 

IN LONDON 

28 

CYRUS HASHEMl 
BEUEVEOTO 
BE 

m LONDON 

29 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
INLQNDON 

30 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
i BEUEVEOTO 
' BE 

IN LONDON 

App. 

0391 





November 1980 

Unclassified Hashemi Summary 

SUNDAY MONDAY TUESDAY WEDNESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY SATURDAY 



1 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
BEUEVEDTO 
BE IN LONDON 

2 

3 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

4 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

5 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
BEUEVEDTO 
BE IN LONDON 

6 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
BEUEVEDTO 
BE IN LONDON 

7 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

8 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN 

CONNECTICUT 

9 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

115 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

11 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

12 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

13 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNRCnC- 

UT 

1? 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

15 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

16 

17 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

18 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

15 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

2D 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

21 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

22 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

23 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
BELIEVED TO 
LEAVE NEW 
YORK 

FOR LONDON IN 
AM 

2? 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

25 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

25 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

27 

28 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

29 

30 



App. 0393 










December 1980 

Unclassified Hashemi Summary 


SUNDAY 

MONDAY 

TUESDAY 

WEDNESDAY 

THURSDAY 

FRIDAY 

SATURDAY 


1 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

2 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

3 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
BELIEVED TO 
BE IN LONDON 

4 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

3 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

6 

7 

8 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

5 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN 

WASHINGTON. 

DC 

10 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 

11 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 

12 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 

13 

14 

T5 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 

16 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 

17 

WASHINGTON. 

D.CIN 

EVENING 
CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 
TO 

IS 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
LEAVES NEW 
YORK FOR 
LONDON 

15 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

20 

21 

22 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

23 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

24 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 

25 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON. 

0837 EST 

2§ 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 

27 

28 

25 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN NEW YORK 

3D 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
LEAVES FOR 
LONDON 

31 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
IN LONDON 


App. 

0394 




















DOCUMENT LOCATED IN CLASSIFIED APPENDIX 


App. 0395 


App. 0399 



DOCUMENT LOCATED IN CLASSIFIED APPENDIX 


App. 0400 




assi§ed Hashemi^^^^ 

n.nESOAir WEDNE5DAt THURSDAY 




MONDAY 


FRIDAY 


SATURDAY 


NOALIXGED 
MEETIt^GON 
THIS DATE 


NO ALLEGED 
MEETING ON 
THIS DATE 


NO ALLEGED 
MEETINGON 
TMIS'DATE 


CYRUS HAS^^EMl 
Oy LONDON 


CYRUS HASHEMl 
IN CONK 


CYRUSTiASHEMi 
FROM NEW 
YORK TO 
LONDON 


cyrushashemi 
iN LONDON 


INIjONDON 


NDAUBOED 
MEETINGON 
THIS DATE 


NO ALLEGED 
MEETlFfOON 
THIS DATE 


NOAjJLEGED 

MEETINGON 

thisdate: 


CYRUS TtASHEMi 
WHER^ABOiJ^ 
TSNQT 
KNOWN 


NO ALLEGED - 
MEETING QN 
TKISDAtE 


NO alleged 
MEETING ON 
THISDATIE 


HOALLEGEO 
MEETING QN 

thisdate 


NO ALLEGED 
MEETINGON 
THISDATE 


NO alleged 
MEETING ON 
THISDATE 


NO ALLEGED 
MEETINGON 

tNisdate 


NO AIJLEGK) 
MEETING ON 
THISDATE 


1 .i 

NOALJLBGEP 

MEETINGON 

thisdate 

T~~~ 

Waixeoed 

MEETlNeo« 

tHBDATE 

B “ 

CYRUS HASHEMf 
IN NEW YORK/ 
CONN. 

0 

CYRtSHASHEWl 
WHEaEABOli- - 
TS UNKNOWN 

15 

[ CYRUS HASHEMI 

iNnewyork 

16 

CYRUS HASHEMI 
WHEJCE^^SOU, 

TS NOT KNOWN 

22 

NO alleged 
MEETTNGON 
THISDATE 

NO ALLEGED 
MEETINGON 
THISDATE 
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Curtis. Mallet-Prevost. Colt & mosle 

ATT 0 »N«YS ANO COUNSCU-OMS at L-A¥I# 

Ol Pawk avknuc 

New rowK. N Y 10178-0061 

'CLCPHONe: 2l2-666*6000 

= ca c £ 


-- - =J* 


N'ovemDer 2. 


' 3 ’-aooMORTON Avenue 
-CNOON £C2N 2DL 
.£»-ONC AA7:. 638-7957 
:.L* c6A 09« 
i: = » fa aA7..63a-55'2 

r •‘■.CNuE V C"Ca •-•uGO 

'■■••e a*«.s 

22 •t5 oo 99-ea 

c*i075AM^i>,.Aa 

f» 33 -AS CC SA.oa 

-c s5'B 2A.2e 

- Z ZZ " = iNnruB“ An* Main • 

-i-T'.c ~.^ 69 - 7 jr C3 
-:c- •:■ »96»- ' 

- ; i;cc- I '.^-.sca 
:: 2 - 69&6046 


PERSONAL AND ( ONFinFNTlAl 

E. Lawrence Barceiia. Esu. 

('hiei Counsel 

Octooer Surprise Task Force 
L .S. House or Representatives 
Ford House Office Buildine 
Washington. D.C. 10515 

Dear .Mr. Barceiia; 


At your request. Stan Pottinger reviewed his records to look for 
evidence of C>tus Hasheml s location during the period July 20. 1980 through 
early September 1980. His notes and diaries reileci the foliowing: 

July 24. 1980: Meeting with Hashemi in .New 

York. 


August 7. 1980: .Meeting with Hashenu at his 

house in Connecticut. 

.August 1 1. 1980: Meeting with Hashemi in New 

York. 

September 1, 1980: Telephone call with Hashemi. 

who apparently was in New York, 
referring to having spoken with 
his "cousin” while he (Hashemi) 
was in London the previous week. 

If we discover any further information, we will keep you advised. 


Sincereiv vours. 


/ . 


T. Barry Kingham 





App. 0401 



Stanley Pottinger 
181 Twin Lakes Road 
South Salem, NY 10S90 


Copy 


December 29, 1992 


£. Lawrence Barceila* Esq. 

Chief CoifiOBei 

October Siuprise Task Force 

Third & D Streets, SW 
Ford House Office Bldg. 

Room 175 D 
Watthington, DC 20515 

Dear Larry: 

Is response to your request that 1 review files and documents concerning 
Hashemi's whereabouts during July and August, enclosed is a summary of 
my review of the infonnation I have^ aloi^ wifii some xerox cojpies of relevant 
bilU, memos, and the like. In other wcnth^ the things you, David, and 1 
discussed this moiiimg and aftetnoou. 

David requested an affidavit covering the material, and that is enclosed 

tern. V 

I still have been unable to reach Barry Ktegham to dnicuss this matter 
Mth biro (he is out of toUw), Ml in light of the nrg^cy of getting this to you 
in light of your dme constraints, 1 am sending this ^ong anyway. 

Sincerely yours, 


cc: David Laufinao 
T. Barry Kiogham 




App. ()4b2 



Copy 


AFFIDAVIT 


I, J. Stanley Pottinger, having been duly sworn, depose and say as 
follows; 

1. In response to a request by Mr. Larry Barcella for a review of files, 
records, memoranda, and documents which may reflect the location and 
activities of Mr. Cyrus Hashemi during the months of July and August, 1980, I 
have undertaken such a review. 

2. A summary of that review was prepared by me and is attached hereto 
and made a part hereof. It is, to the best of my knowledge, information and 
belief, true and correct. 

3. The diaries, telephone bills, time sheets, notes, itineraries, travel 
vouchers, files and other memorandums, letters, telexes and documents 
reviewed have at all relevant times been in the custo^ or control of myself, ray 
counsel, the employees of my former law firm, Troy, Malin & Pottinger, 
Washington, D.C., or the employees of the successor to that firm, Troy & 
Gould of Los Angeles, California. To the best of my knowledge, information 
and belief, the records have not been altered, defaced or changed in any 
material respect. 

4. Except as set forth in the referenced documents and attached 
summary, I have not found other indications of the whereabouts, travel or 
lucatiun uf Cyrus Hashemi during the requested period. 

I certify under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me on this 29ih day of December, 1992 


App. 0403 
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CH location/ 1 


Notes coaplled by JSP on December 24-29, 1992 res location 

and activities of Cyrus Hashemi ("CH") for tbe periods 
July, August and September 1-15, 1980. 

Sources: 

01 JSP's desk diary 
TS Office time sheets 
TEL Telephone records 

Nts Notes from state Department communications 
IT Travel Itineraries and/or travel vouchers 

Miscellaneous notes, correspondence, memos 


446 
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CH location/ 2 


[Prior to July 1, 1980; Trip to London with CH] 

Wdneadav. Jono 25. 1980 

IT J8P Shuttl« to NY 9t00 a.n. 

BA 170 lv8 12:15 p.a. 

Arr. London: 9t00 p.n. Dorchastar Hotal 


Thuradav. Juna 26. 1980 

IT Conf. CH ISO (half hour) 

Talcon Saundars, conf. CH re Madrid (one hour) 


Friday. June 27. 1980 
IT A & c w/ CH re: ISO Two hours 
Nts 2:00: Talcon Saunders ret Madrid, litigation 
3:00: CH re ISO, Madrid 

8:00 Dinner, CH & Co. 


App. 0405 


CH location/ 3 


Tuesday. July 1. 1980 

3 too Shareholders meeting, York CHouse (CH likely in 
attendance) 

Wednesday . July 2. 1980 

Nta 8:00 Telcon, CH re: Kadrld 

9:00 Lv. London for Heathrow, w/ CH 
10:05 To Madrid, BA 452 w/ CH 
Plaza Hotel, Rm 702 

Teloon, J. Cook. Note that says, "Jack to call 
Hanover car re ret. flight BAA 455 tonight. Please advise 
Jalila for CH of arrlyal tine.” 

7:15 Return to London from Madrid v/ CH 

Telcons, Saunders, RP/Dr. H 

2:30 a.m. last teloon re: Madrid [See next antry, 
Thursday, July 3, 1980] 

TtmrgdBYi July ?. 1890 

Nts 2:;5U a.D. last teicon re: Madrid 

8:00 Telcon, CH re: RP/Dr. H situation. "Madrid 34- 

1 -" 

9:00 Telcon, "RP/Dr. M, Madrid Plaza, 247-1200 (702)" 
8:00 Dinner, John Gilbert, HP 

Friday. July 4. 1980 

Return to MYC. To Feigen-Fasteaus w/ 6NS 
Saturday. July 5. 1980 

Teloon from CW ret RP reading about meeting, 

"spooked," leaves Madrid. 


App. 0406 
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CH location/ 4 


Sunday. July 6. 1980 

Monday. July 7. 1980 

J8P ro^urxis fron NYC to Hasiiingiion • Shuttle* 

Tuasdav. July a. 1980 


Wednfisday. July 9. 1980 


Thursday. July 10. 1980 

IT To NYC Shuttle TWE businass. 

DI Diary sayS/ ”12:30 Or. Hashemi's office.” 

IT Notes on Voucher say, "Lunch, Mr. Sawhnay” [No 
indication which day — probably Thursday, 7/XO, or possibly 
Friday, 7/11, No indication of meeting with CH] 

Nts On a napkin, in .tap's handwriting, is a note that 
reads, "July lO NYC w/ Dr. M". I do not recall the events 
this refers to. It suggests that Dr. Moini may have 
returned fron Madrid to New York on this day , or was 
seeking to do so (see below), or perhaps that i may have 
met with Dr. Moini in New York. If so, I am reasonably 
certain that i would have met with Cyrus Hashemi as well, 
because I do not recall ever having met Moini except in 
Hashemi 's presence. 


Friday. Ju ly 11. 1980 

In NYC. TNE business. [No indication of CH] 

Saturday. July 12. 1980 
Dl JSP "In office" in DC. 


App. 0407 
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CH location/ 5 


g\uiflaY< Jmy X3i 1980 

01 '*Stevart Mott, 1>6 p.o. Anderson Canpalon 
Mtg 122 Maryland Ave. HE" Belov that, "In office." 


Monday. Jnlv 14. 1980 

DI "Si 00 p.m. Jamsbeed HasheMi" 

Nts S called re: news fron RP. JSP: "None." 

"Janshed and Mr. Fatemi cane by unannounced — 5:00. 

Just to ask for noral support of noderates. (Fatsni'i met me 
Ohio re: ERA and speech of sons kind a few years ago.)" 


TmtdflYi JttlY 15 1 

Nts Letter to s re: Martin oanzlger, lht>, allowing Dr. 
Moini into US. 

Undated, JSP handwritten notes on data of birth, etc. 
for Dr. Nolni 

[JSP to NYC, evening, on way to Rutland, Vt.j 


Wednesday. July 16. 1980 

Nts JSP dictated note to s re: don't put self out for 
Moini. [Apparently dictated from Rutlemd, Vt. ] 

(JSP to Rutland, Vt. re: hearing. Lv. 8:45 a.m.] 

TEL 2:16 p.m. Fm Rutland to 9 West, NYC 751-3161 7 ain. 

TEL 3:50 p.m. Pm 1932 to 9 West, 751-3161 1 ain. 

[Best guess; JSP asked office to relay message to CM while 
JSP is in Rutland, or asked office to conference him in on 
line. ] 

TEL 4:36 p.n. Fn 1932 to 9 West, 751-3161 6 nin. 

[Best guess: Same as above.] 


App. 0408 
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CH location/ 6 


lauractaY. July 17. 1980 

IT Rutland to JFK to lAX par itinerary. [Bast guase: 

ralayed naaaagaa to CH through DC o££ica. Note: four calls 
within one alnuta fron DC office: trying, falling to 
conference In? Finally gate through for 5 mlnutea?] 


TEL 

12:32 

Pan. 

Fb 

1900 

to 

9 

West, 

751-3161 

I 

min. 

TEL 

12:33 

p.n. 

FB 

1900 

to 

9 

Wast, 

751-3161 

1 

nln. 

TEL 

12:33 

Pain. 

FB 

1932 

to 

9 

West, 

751-3161 

1 

min. 

TEL 

12:33 

p.n. 

FB 

1900 

to 

9 

West, 

751-3161 


min . 


Friday. July IS. 1980 

[JSP lV8 JFK 9:00 a.a. , arr. LAX 11:2S a.n.] 

saturddY. July 1980 

[JSP In lA] 

Sunday. July 20. 1980 
[JSP In lA] 

TSl> 10:20 a. a. CC to Wilton, ct. /t2-2t22 11 min. 

["CC" - Cradlt Card) 

Monday. July 21. 1980 

01 [JSP "returned today" to office] 


App. 0409 
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CH location/ 7 


Tuaadav. July ^ 2 .. 198 Q 


TEL 

1:55 p.m. 

Fm 

1900 

to 

9 

West, 

751-3161 1 

Fii n . 

TEL 

2:58 p.m. 

Fm 

1919 

to 

9 

West, 

751-3161 5 

min. 

TEL 

3:06 p.m. 

Fm 

1919 

to 

9 

West, 

751-3161 1 

min. 

TEL 

5:11 p.m. 

Fm 

1900 

to 

9 

West, 

731-3161 2 

min. 

TEL 

5:23 p.m. 

Fm 

1900 

to 

9 

West, 

751-3161 1 

min. 

TEL 

10:59 p.m. 

Fm 

home 

(Bethesda) 

to Wilton, Ct 1 

min. 

Wednesday. July 

23. 

. 1980 






TEL 

10:33 a.m. 

CC 

fm home 

to 

9 west, 751-3161 2 min. 


TEL 

10:50 a.m. 

CC 

fm home 

to 

9 West, 751-3161 4 min. 



Ttiursdav. Jmv 24. 1980 

[JSP to Burlington, Vt. Haaring] 

Note: Barry Klnghaa's letter to Larry Barcella of 
Novonber 2, 1992, states that ay notoo and diaries reflect 

a meeting with Hasheni in New York on July 24, 1980. Upon 
further examination of the diary and notes, it appears that 
this meeting occurred on Friday, Novenher 25, 19BU. My 
contemporaneous notes say "Friday, July 24. New York with 
ch." Day or date was in error because July 24 was 
Thursday, not Friday. My diary states that I was at a 
hearing in Vermont on Thursday, July 24, and in New York on 
Friday, July 25. 


Friday ■ July 2B. 12fi.O 

[JSP to NYC] 

Saturday. July 26, 1980 

[JSP in Kashlngton] 

[Katie home from camp] 

TEL 7:18 p.m. Pm home to Wilton, Ct. 762-2622 6 min. 


App. 0410 
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CH location/ 8 


TSL 8:05 p.B. Fb 1900 to Wilton, Ct. l €2-7.67.2 


1 min. 


NtB Queatlona froB CH to S re issues to be resolved in 
hostage negotiatlona. 

TEL 9:58 a.B. Pb 1900 tO 9 West, NYC 751-3161 3 min. 

TEL 2:42 p.B. Fb 1932 to 9 West, NYC 212-751-3161 3 min. 

TEL 3:26 p.B. Fb 1919 to 9 West, NYC 212-751-3161 2 min. 

TSL S:34 p.B. FB 1900 to 9 West, NYC 212-751-3161 1 min. 

TEL 6:07 p.B. Fb 1919 to 9 West, NYC 212-751-3161 1 Bin. 

IT Shuttle to NYC, late meeting TWE at 3:00 p.m. 

[postpnd?] 

TEL 10:32 p.B. CC Pb NYC tO Wilton, Ct. 762-2622 6 min. 


App. 04H 



CH location/ 9 


TUMdav. July 29. 1&8Q 

fJSP in NYC, ‘then return to Weshington] 

[Preparing for exec, director Intervievs in London, 
calling CH in office in NYC] 

TZL 12:43 p.B. Fn 1900 to 9 West, NYC 751-3161 2 sin. 


TZL 

1:35 

PeSIe 

Pa 

1919 

to 

9 

West, 

VYC 

751-3161 

5 

min. 

TEL 

2:09 

p.n. 

Pm 

1932 

to 

9 

West, 

NYC 

751-3161 

1 

min. 

TEL 

2:12 

p.m. 

Pn 

1932 

to 

9 

West, 

NYC 

751-3161 

10 

nin. 

TEL 

3:02 

P.IBe 

FB 

1932 

to 

9 

west. 

NYC 

751-3161 

3 

min. 

TEL 

4:15 

p.E. 

Fm 

1900 

to 

9 

West, 

NYC 

751-3161 

4 

min. 

TEL 

5:51 

p.Ole 

Pin 

1900 

to 

9 

west. 

NYC 

751-3161 

8 

nln. 

TEL 

5:53 

p • in« 

Fa 

1900 

to 

9 

West, 

NYC 

751-3161 

1 

min. 


App. 0412 


454 



CH location/ 10 


wadneattov. jmv 30. mao 

TEL 10:58 a. a. Fa hoaa to 9 West, NYC 75l-3i6i ^ ain. 

J8P traval froa lAD, 12:30 p.a. Concorda, to Heathrow, 
arr. 10! 00 p.m. DorchM^r Kot^I. 


Tharodey. July 31. l«ao 
JSP London. 

IT "Call CH at boae. Conf. with Hart to 4:00" 

IT 6:00 p.a. taloon w/ S. 

THL Fa UK 499-6655 to Wilton, Ct 2622 26 min. 

[Note: I cannot find the original telephone bill line 

itaa on this. I was entering these calls onto the coaputer 
late at night, so perhaps this is a alsread entry oC 
soaathing else? On the other hand, it's specific, and it 
seeas to aatch the itinerary notation that I talked with CH 
at hoae. Will look again.] 


rridHY. Ayguat 1. 1880 

J8P London 


TS 

Telcon with CH re: NIOC/ISO: exec. dir. 

recruitaent. 

TEL 

Fa UK 629-8888 tO 9 West 3161 

3 ain. 

IT 

Taloon w/ S re: report figures to T. 
Telcon with CH re: Mioc/lSO 


IT 

6:00 p.B. flight, Heathrow to Geneva. 



• tie p.a. Din. with ELR 



SaLafdav. anonet 2. L9uu 
(Geneva, ELR] 

TEL 7 p.a. FB Switzerland to Wilton, Ct 15 ain. 
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CH location/ 11 


Sunday. August: i. 1980 

IT [Geneva, SLR. The great Alps hikel 
Return to London in p.n. 


Monday. August 4. 1980 

IT London. Interviews, etc. 

TS All day interviews 

Conf. with Hart re KIOC negotiations 

TEL Pn UK 629-8882 to 9 West 3161 5 aln. 

Tuesday. August 5. 198Q 

IT "Call [names] re: dl interviews on Wednesday p.m." 

[CH to cone to London following day?] 

TS "status oi CH [expected] arrival in London." [From 
several indications, CH was to arrive at zdsout this time 
but did not. I recall that at sometiae Hona Hasheni was in 
an auto accident, perhaps CH too. See August 15 letter, 

JSP to Mr. Stanley, referring to "accident" which delayed 
CH trip to TAndon.] 

TEL Fa UK 629-8882 to Wilton, Ct. 2622 27 min. 

Wednesday. August 6. 1980 

IT "liOO p.m. Call CH" 

"7:30 p.m. Calls — CH, TMP [»y law firm]" 

T.S Tel. eonf. with. CH to report on NIOC, Hort. 

Dinner, WRH [Upon return to hotel, calls from CH. 

See first item, 1:19 a.n. call, Thursday, August 7, 1980] 


TEL 

Fm 

UK 

499-6621 

to 

Wilton, ct. 

2622 

12 

min. 

TEL 

Fb 

UK 

499-6621 

to 

Wilton, ct. 

2622 

40 

min. 
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CH location/ 12 


IT 

1:15 a.B. 

Call fa CH ra: Hash Post 

article on fght 


1:45 a.B. 

JSP call to Nunaa, Schwartz, Wash Post 


3:00 a.B. 

Call to CH (Half hour) 



lOiOO a.m. 

JSP To Heathrow 



10:45 a.B. 

Call to Nttnas (8:00 a.m. 

Washington tine.) 


11:15 a.B. 

Concorda to JFK 



Confaranca 

, CH, Cook at CH hoae, all 

day ra: Hash Post 

DI 

"In MY/Ct 

nr. Hasheai's hone.'* 



Talax, JSP to Grabaia Stawart, Comodity Appts: '*Dr. 
Cyrus Hasbonl will ba in London next veeX Tor interview.” 

TS Telcon with Hart ra: "Xxpactad visit iron CH to 
London . " 


Friday. August 8. 1980 

JSP Shuttle froB L6A to DC. 

TEL StlS a.B. CC fn L6A to Hilton, Ct. 762-2622 5 oin. 

TEL 10:52 a.m. FB 1919 to 9 Hast, 751-3161 3 sin. 

TKL ii:io a.ffl. Fn 1932 to 9 West, 751-3161 3 Bin. 

TBL 3:57 p.B. Fb 1919 to 9 Hast, 751-3161 5 min. 

01 Lv. for Fira Island, GMS, Pograbins, via NIC, 6 p.m. 

shuttle 


Seturdav. August 9^ l»e0 
DI Firs Island 


App. 0415 



CH location/ 13 


surmav. Auauar IQ. i960 

TEL 10:21 a.n. Fm Bayshora KY to Wilton, Ct. 2 min. 

TEL 10:51 a.n. Fa Fire Is. [Pog] to Wilton, Ct. 2 min. 

Monday. August 11. laSQ 
DI NYC a. a. with Dr. Hashemi 

TS "Consultation witn CH, JFK/Britisb Airways lounge." [I 
bslieve he is now leaving on his belated trip to London.] 

Telex from JSP to CH at Dorchester Hotel, London. 

Tuesday. August 12. 1980 

T8 "Advice and consulation, CH, London" 

Wednesday. August 13. 198Q 

Telex, JSP to Nlc Byrom, London, "Dr. Cyrus Hashemi . 

. . is now at Dorchester.** 


Thursday. 

August 14 

. 1380 



TS 

Cont • 

call« ca 




TEL 

3:00 

p.m. 1917 

to UK 

629-8888 

4 min. 

TEL 

3:25 

p«m. 1917 

to UK 

629-8888 

21 min 
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CH locatioi]/ 14 


frldav. Auonat la. i9ao 

Lett«r, JSP to Rodorlck Stanlay, applicant. "I had 
eicpoctad to talk with you bafora laaving [London], but the 
Chaiman of tha Board had an accidant and waa unable to do 
so." [Auto aooidant Involving Kona Hasheal? la uhat why 
CH ia at hoaa in aarly Aug? chk. with Hona Hashani?] 

TEL laiai p.B. ra ho«a to 9 west 751-31«1 1 loln. 

Fila FIR 8.2 3 paga to fila: "1 talked to Cyrus Hashami 

in London." 

TS [Nona] 


Saturday. Aucmst. 16. 19R0 


Sunday. August 17. 1980 


Monday. August 18. isao 
TS "Hashami, London. . . " 

Telax, JSP to CH, Dorchastar Hotel rat NIOC 

Tuesday. August 19. 1980 

Telex, JSP to CH, Dorchester Hotel re: addendum to 
NIOC telex of August 18, 1980 

TS conf, CH at al. 

TTT. 13:22 a.m. Fm home to UK e39-S888 25 min. 

Wednesday. Auouat 20. 1980 

TS Conf, CH at al. 
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CH location/ 15 


Thuradav. Aucmat: 21 . 1980 

TS Conferencas, CH, Garbus, Pebar Conababla, Stata Dapt:. 
Memo to file: JSP talked to CH in London at 10:30 

a.B. 

Telax to CH at Dorchestar re: Constable easing entry. 

DI "Mtg here, CH, JSP, cook, Garbus, Tigar" — but it has 
bean crossed out with pencil, as if cancelled or postponed. 
See August 23. 

TEL Pm hone to UK 629-‘8888 20 min. 

Friday. Aucruat 22 . 19B0 

TS [None] 

TEL 1:03 p.n. fm 1917 to UK 629-8888 
TEL B:31 p.n. fm 1917 to UK 629-8888 

Saturday. August 23. 1980 

TS "Conferennfi, Messrs Hasheai, Cook Garbus, Dannie, 
Pottinger re: EIR.” [Meeting at DC office] 

Sunday. Aucruat 24. 1980 
TS "cont., CH, WLD, JSP re; EIR" 

TEL 10:23 a.m. Fm home to Hilton, Ct 4 min. 

Monday. August 2S. 1980 

TS A & C, CH 

Tuesday. Auast 26. 1980 
TS Conf, CH [tel or person?] 

Memo to file: ref to Shaiieen [i.e. Michael, OOJ] 


9 min. 
9 min. 
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CH location/ 16 


WadnMdav. Auquat 27. 1980 

TS conf call, CK 

Thttradav. Aucniat 28,_lfiAfi 
TS No raf. to CH 

TSL 9:39 a.. a. Fa Bath, to UK 223-112S 2 ain. 

Friday. Auauat 29. 198Q 
TS No ref to CH 

Saturday. August 3<1, 198Q 

Sunday. August 31. 1980 

Monday. i- laao 

Nta Typed notes re: telcon %rith s. At and: "Rolayad 
saae (above) to ch. il:30 p.a. tonight.” 

Memo to fllai "I reooivad a telephone cell from Cyrus 
Hasheai who was on his way to the airport in Los Angeles . ” 

TBL 11:30 p.a. Fa Beth, to wllton, Ct 15 aln. 

Tuesday, sentember 2. 1980 

TS Conf, Mike Shahean 
A t C, CH 

TEl. 5 1 32 p.m. fm Olen Dr Nd to 9 West 3151 1 aln. 

TEL 2:02 p.a. fa WLO 1917 to 9 West, 3151 2 min. 
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CH location/ 17 


wadnaadav. Seotanber 3. 1980 

TS A & C, CH 

Hiur sday A. loan 

TS J8P in offiea of CH 

Mano from JSP to V7LD: "it is 10: is a.m. In Cyrus 
Hashaai's offiea and I am with Jack Cook and Cyrus." 

Friday. Sentainbar 5. 1980 

Letter from Mike Shahaan to JSP. 

TS Conf, Dr. a [tel or parson?] 

TBL 3:49 p.m. Fib N Caanan to 9 West 31S1 4 min. 

Saturday. Septambar 6. 1980 
TS No raf to CH 

Sunday. Seotaabar 7. 1980 

TS No ref to CH 

Monday. SAptMhftf s. 1980 
TS No ref to CH 

Tueadav. Senteabar 9. 1980 
TS No ref to CH 

Wednaadav. Saptembar 10. 1980 

TS No ref to CH 
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CH location/ 18 


HiiuradftY. awt— bar ii. i^ao 

Talax, J8P to CH at Oorchaatar Hotal 

Friday. 12. iggn 

Saturday, flapfcaaha r 13 . 1980 

Sunday. gat>t— har I4, i9ao 

Monday. Sant«nbflT» 
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CH location/ 



wectneadav. Mav 7. 1980 
Tabl Talcon fm Jamsheed: 

"Son of Ayat. Nontazari. Bold. "Ringo" Ayatiollah." 
"Brothar of Ayat. Carubl wld come." 

3:15 p.m. telcon from CH re; BS 


Wednesday. Mav 14. 1980 

Tabl Telcon from s. "Interested in rep of B; Karoobl 
himself (not brother) ; Mantazari (not son) . Europe next 
wee)c," etc. 

Telcon CU. "He will Ise in Hash, tomorrow for meeting." 
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MEMORANDUM 


To: Dave laufman 
From: Stan Pottinger 
Date: December 30, 1S)92 

Re: Errata 

On page 7 of luy Summary Memoremdum of Hashcmi's Whereabouts 
sent by Fed Ex to you yesterday, December 29, 1992, there is a typed error 
under the heading Thursday. July 24. 1980. fifth line down under the word 
"Note,” which reads "this meeting occurred on Friday, November 25, 1980." 

That line should read "Friday, July 25, 1980." 


cc: Barry Kingbam 
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BQMfcMIAM CLUB 

k)' 

SAN rRAMCOCO 



Septaffltoar 30 , 1992 


Mr. DouglAB Edaonson ' 

Foral^h Affairs TftB)c Force 
House Annex Hi Rooa H 2X7SC 
Haehinfton DC 205X5 

RSJ: Subpoena Oatoidl SeptaBter 2 X, 1992 
Dear Douigr: 

4 * 4 . ^ ° subject subpoena and 

atvacnnent and a letber dated Septeaber 21 « 1992 

Jk?? Chief CounBel. 

™ .»if Vi ***’'^®® yod that a thorough search for 
documents and records pertaining to tha 
.. williaw J, Casey at the Bohemian 
Grove in 1980 has been made as foliowe: 

I personally net with Hr. Donald E. Devore, Club 
Seore^ry at his office. We concluded that all 
records that would be held under hie custody for 
a^ all guest activities at the Bohemian Grove 
tor the year X980 have been destroyed. The only 
dociu^t ^at still remains ia a guest card file 
uat Hrivuevers has been maintaining sincie at least 
*»'*>®opy enclosed. 1 an also enclbsthg a letter 
from Mr. Devers to me on this subject. 


Jameson, Bohemian Club 
^ Archivist. In checking all of 

his files, nothing has materialized. 

^ Steve DePetrox^ Bohemian Club 

General Manager and requested that he meet with the 

»nk« a similar search. All 
£^ 0 oordie for th^ 1960 Grove have been deetr'oyed wltb 
• axceptlbn : Mr . Nitsburg , Club 

Comp^ollsr, checked some old esartons that he found 
in the lower levels of the city facility; He 

invoice for Mr. Casey for the year 
1980, copy enclosed. 


6J4 T*VU3« STHeeT. 5AN AftANCtSCO. CAtlPOHNIA »4»0a-l075 * •4151 BaS34riO 


bOHcMtMi cuiii 



Sam rRANCteco 


Hr. Oougla* Ednonaon 
SaptVBlMr 30> 1592 
Paga 2 



I apoka by taiapltona to Mr- Hobart £. McCarthy/ 
currant: captain of Paraonaga camp/ ‘Ha advisas that 
ha haa baan awara of tha raguaat for documanta and 
racorda partaining to tha attendanca of Mr. Casay 
at tha 1980 crova Enoanpnant, including any viait 
®^**^*®*'* 9 * Camp * Ha atated td»at ha has dona a 
thorough reviaw and saarob vlthout any succsaa. 

To data, aiy aaaroh had baan sonawhat frultiesa 
othar than tha' aneloaad. I am praparad to aaaist 
you In any >ay i can tf you faal that thara*B some 
other avanua that i can puxaua in your bahaif , i‘m 
taking tha liberty of faxing this matefial to you 
and vlll forward hard capias fay nail. 



BoneMiAM Club 


•AM •AAMCItCO. CAkir. MIM 

Soptember 24, 1992 


Mr. Robart Satrakian 
1905 Baker Street 
San Francisco. CA 94115 

Dear Mr. Satraklan; 


This is in response to your request for all Information from 
our files concerning the visit to the Bohemian Grove Encampment 
during the year 1980 of William J. Casey. 

This is to warrent that the only information that we have been 
able to locate is a 3X5 card, enclosed. 

Please let me know if I can be of any other assistance to you. 

Sincerely yours 

Donald E. Oevcrs 
Club Secretary 


App. 0426 
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Caa«y. William J. 


Frank G. Chambers 

Glenwood^iS"^R^^y'J?’ Haiiwrf '***’®"‘ 

(^rrenUyKfeusIfetfng}'^®*® **cCone 


O 



AdHEMIAMi CLUa 



SAN raAHCif CO 


CffP^iCCS 


' -/S 


‘ .’ y ,^y>:t>.i > 


September 28, 19?2 


' r .'.' Mr^ Robert Setnicun 


I SK15 Baker Street 

San PianciscQ CA 94113-2012" 


■ '.(■.■ 


Mr, Setrakian; 


,*v;. 




fa reg^ to your question ta< me epnoerniog Williani Casey an<i Jiis aueo^iM ;• 
at : the IMQ EaeauapnMsoj, the Club has no records that can ,._.Yeri^ h^ v 
during that period.. However, attached is a ^ eppy .lif a viaiement sent to' M 
;Cas^ in August 1980, ' / 


,;«vv;.iv'. Wy, 




This is thCy^ only infonitation | was . . able to find. If .» yoU have any duesdont. 
please let me know, _ _ , - — ■ ■ v? ... v" 

'<!’ '/'''’■■ ><;■'' ' ■ •' ■- T 



■ ■' ■• 


Stepto DePetro 
Qen^ Manager 


'--S. ,tj 


SD:nl 

enclosure 5. 


^ 'i'j - ' 


''yi: . 

y. , • % V '< 


t>u''onNutMi<».ior4 • 


■■ 1 

t 

1 . 

•i;' 






■ / -.i”- 


Aion.''fli4‘9il 



tiUHe/llAN UUB 

62^ TAYLOR STHCET 

SAN FAANClStO CA# 94102 


Clojjfiw Dj 


Miiwnum fo^fcnt 


^4lP ftci(op«ci| . 


MlUttAM CASEY 
X MR* DARRELL M 
HOOVER INST 
SrANFORO 


TRENT 


Aomunf Nii 

700<»a-o 


CA 9AJP5 


SQHEMXAN CLUB 
PQ BOX 62285 
SAM FRANCISCO 


Rfynif T«»- 


CA. 94162 


ish^mTci;^ 

^2* r«irLbi< sn 


>41-0' CASEY 

I MR, OARRELL TRENT 


OB/Ol/BO FLAV^ 
OB/D3/80 BOARII 

■■- 

00 NOT RETURNV 
SHOULD BE SfKl 
TAYLOR ST» 


Ir^HfrrAHCK* imowsrses 

''!^,yia. TO B2A 

.',r' . • : 




►Afth* &«i)t<fnce 








Ot^lD 


61 -^0 


#«fT 

iQianeiBi 




,1? 
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8a^£^XA»PCtU8^^ 

’♦l4»T<iyL0R^STRlg'rl 

<iM.Tefl i jjri ^rn^rt^ 


08/01/80 >tA¥4BOOI^S||S^fc5^ 
08/03/60 80A^ J: pjjA ^|p^.^^^ 

00 NOT ^BTum oiui^^^'fwn 

SHOULD eE SeNT UWER"^ 
TAY!.o« SI. s,f ;*fc4i»ttaz;-^ 


Vr^*-»CV<iV 


■''P»?f»f»Jj''-0'cT3t 




61*^0 


Ui*^ 


Wllili3<n Casey 


2rMfi 


70062 


I eOHEsMLAN GROVE ENCAMPMENT BOARD CHARGES 


Jiily 18. laSOlhrsiuoli Au^iiat 3,., iS80 


Charges ans paici4at/5d according to ARRIV^and 
DEPARTURE reolstraaorts 


Board (Breaittast. SJO -OO; Dinner $17 . jjJOl 


Total ,, /ficiudutg M Saleis- Tax S’ 


Ptfosmos 

-JSsHiair 






Appear 9r\ fo%H itatemfn^; 




.I’Ptov.tufp'f ■jG«d*T» .' 

C^OfptA- 

i-;LT _ -j-_ .- 1 

■N»w 'Sjjkk 

J—, ' J I- - 



— -r A 



> 


• TVil Fortio* For Youf Rtcordi 

iENV ' arCLtiB ' 

in, STREET 

•isctr CA . 




m 

O4109 


Fori * 




202S170.., MR DARRELIr.Mo TREN'Lj^^^^ 
> % HOOVER rNSTITUTIOH f^f^- 




^22/00 

/24/80 

i ^24 /aa 

fz^yno 

nhm 

f 25 iW 

/25/0 O 

/25/80 

/^26/80 

/31/80 

/01/80 

/01/80 

/01/80 

/01/80 

/03/80 

/03/80 

/03/80 

/03/80 


CAMR PRO RATA/DIEH 
GROVE service BAR 
GROVE BAR J 

Grove bar J 

GROVE bar 

Grove bar 

GROVE BAR 
'TRAP S SREET 


mOVE BAR 
NISC-GRO/E 
GROVE SERVICE BAR 
GROVE BAR 
GROVE BAR 
PLAY BOOK 
MONTHLY DUES 
CAMP ASSESSMENT 
H 4 S.EO 

BOARD CHARGES 


430 


101.40 V- 

.7273 


13.40 

105 





5’.50^^^ 

i4— ^ 


1.40^ 

233 


.60*^1 

1/2^ - ' 


1.40*-^ 



.50^ 

I6B 


.. .70.*^ 

I 221 


10.00 ' 

aS 2310 


13.90*- 

210 


2.50 

211 


.70*— 

9.00 



S^.002— 

• 2694 


^.00 

** ,*■ 

^IBb^OOii 

2299 


143:i0 ^ 


3 NOT RETURN CHITS WITH YOUR REMITTANCEo INQUIRIES 
MOULD BE SENT UNDER SEPARATE COVER LETTER TO 624 


V» &alo^(8W 

Foymemt 

Crtditt 


New Boionce I 

482Ncr 




1070.95 


i'ng Oott Po„ O^e 
-01-80 


31-60 

482.50 


61—90 


121^ 


ror~*"> Owf 


Paymenlk/)r Charges Not Shown Will Appear on Your Next Statenr>ent 


Mr. 


''JUL 2 2 ^30 

Darrell Trent 20261 


BOHEMIAN GROVE 

Service Bar ^ , -i * ^ 

i Hjiler No . — ^No. . . 727 3 


BOHEMIAN CLUB 

V ^ — 

PARSONAGE 


101.40 


ii 24 " U 3 .13 > 


o 

10 5 


7* 


TOTAL 

/ 




\ccouni Number jJ /. 




Jit 24 « . - J ) .0 > 


t 05 


JU. 24 A • U 1 .4 U 


0 9 6 


./ 

J1 24 A 0 5 51 

JU. 24 8 - iJ 5 .5 U 


OEPOSniON 

J exhiut 

jlsisiiL 


SlOXC ) 


095 


0 9 5 


JUL 24 A - iJ 1 .4 U 


0 9 6 



233 
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JULY 


I 21 MONDAY 

TWA 2 -^% 


22 


TUESDAY 


23 


WEDNESDAY 


24, THURSDAY ^ 

T!WA ^ 6:C0 . 





MUMDaV 
































FWOAY 


5^iJ0‘ rhi '-'^ rftfyt 


<ijO oioyy tfjtti^w 


■ .: . /c 



f . '. ' ' ■ ■■ 













^ULr 







JULY 






























Richard V. Allen Jul V ^ 

•vaSHINCTON 


. J / / 

" 07n 

.. i. i^L-l/ Csctc^ O/ 




•-' 6» "7-7 ^ 

O A 

. - 

, CQ3q r/Lu./ Aj] 

^ ^ ^ Ucua *Iua^^ 




f- 




^f( 

0 I r 




'^. ' ^J -d^, t'v;/ 

^ J 

O^y fypy -hjc *1, Lf)- 

' C.ii. inuj Tfi ^ 

-n K6TH STREET. N.W .tf EL. (202) 737.2*24 
TLX 710 «22 II43 RVALLEN WSH 




. ,u., U 


2 


/ - tv ? ; 


''^ 4 0 At 


, j. y / / ^ C 4 U 


Richard V. Allen 


WASHINGTON 

C^c /s^ '^' 

Jt€> ^ 0 / - 

^c.Ji ^ C 1 

:2 ; 

/''.V 

/o/ 

if \4 ) 


^ 7 


2 j^ 



-d 


[ly i i hnc 

2. 2 

r ^ 

■ '•‘■"0 *' 

^v 

A 

9 

[fti L/ ^ 


,0 f - ; /. 


<W5 • 16TH STREET N W • TEL (202) 737 2*24 
TLX. 710-822 1143 RVALLEN WSH 
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488 



V 


y 


//t>^ 


! I 

'IM 


/ 

C»nr 0»~ -pJaun^ A ^ (UJg, ^ 

, yfu^J' ^ 'Tp ^Lc<y^j^^ f^tLmJ k^ 

C<^y Jo^ ,rKA^f-y ^ !/) tpj ^.r . cxiS^Y'keltjCC 

Oiyx^-<r^ . oz»^^ 

0^ fLs^ jLu»^ t~nj £ry\^/ X Ji»]r <St*>^ /'./ ^ 

f^j'ltfKdJx'l 


/n/r ~t^ 


^w- y 

vA,W^ 

T/to^ 


tiL *^*^**«y«. ^ oy 


I^^C/L 

lAr^ 

a 


y 


lA <%//^ ^Of 

f (pykS ^k/j^ 

I 


^ V/tr 32 -t 2lfs^ 


Cc: 


]f^ 

2- 3 'if- 2^^^ fljf^a^ 

* y^, v^ke/^.* — ^ _X 

cef^ 
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^,S. Cr7b / 

d f ^ />/"^ >SaJ^ *<4^ 






/a 


— ^ M^ih- 

/" / 

— >3 

4vc rxc) 




/7 


A >. 




(\jr ^ /^ 

Lfyi 3}, ( 

,7^u^ ^ ■^5' 


ll<u^ 

CqJU 


i/J 


-Ad^-. 




/i/f d^YL- o9/y^ 

'-A -t^ /T>y/y ^rC<-t.^ Apt^^ 


/('t> /6 



tp i2y}At/^ 


(Ny^ 

^ < ^U rj 

-r. ^ 



/^(kL(/' ^L>. 

&U ']ol^ 7iH yst^ dip^ 
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5 March 1979 


Sir William Daakin 

C3\alrman, British Saction, Comnitcea 
on the History of tha Sacond World War 
La Castellat 
75 Var, France 

Dear Sir William: 

Pursuant to our discussions in London 
last December, I have been cotmnunicacing with various 
members of Che American Committea to explore tha 
possibility of an Anglo-American conference to take 
place in late July, 1980. At the present time I can 
cell you that I have tentative acceptance on the part 
of Che following, with topics as indicated. There 
can be revi^sions regarding the topics if we can 
establish the basics. I believe we can cake care of 
the funding to get the American participants to 
England if you can provide the arrangements once there. 


I S. Dtmyitt. Sk 
Md Nokkfoiotttr EdtU 
D ipiidiiii I •! H.ai» 
an*lh«fn CiuwM Ufw 
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JooMM J Doufhorty 
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Policies toward China 

Robert Dallek, UCLA 

H. rua 3m ^^antncrM 
‘TBQS PaxM. Fnae* 

Use of ULTRA and other 
Intelligence 

Stephen E. Ambrose, Univ. 

of Hew Crlear 

Relations with Russia 

John Gaddis, Ohio University 

Secret Operations 

William J. Casey (with SO 

of OSS during 

Eisenhower /Montgomery 

the war) 

Martin Bluznenson 


Plans for Germany 

Donald Deeviler, Southern 

Illinois L*ai\ 

Relationa with France 

Arthur L. Funk 


Joint and Combined 
Qilefa of Staff 

Forrest Pogue 


Grand Strategy 

Maurice Macloff 



Other possible topics: Codebreaking .nd Counter-Intelligence; 
Development of the Atomic bon^; air p. fer; sea power. 

I would very much appreciate your reaction to these develop- 
ments. We spoke about a four-day conference far enough In advance 
of Bucharest to provide time for .our Ism and yet to reach Romania 
by August 10. Would during the week of July 28 be good? Would 
a weekend be better? say, the first four days- in August? 
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rL. Falk 
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John Gaddis informs me he v^uld like 
::o stay at Millbank from Sunday July throuen 
Saturday August 2. checking out on Aug. 3. 

Mr. Casey intends to attend and would 
like to stay at Millbank. However, he may not be 
able to get to London before the 2 th. He will let 
me know aa soon as he can. 

Attached letter is self-explanatory. 

I hope to hear from you soon whether 
indeed the participants can check in at the Royal 
Hospital early, in accordance with wire I sent you. 
Our people would also like directions on how to get 
there, whom to contact, and price of accommodations. 

Sincere ly. 
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22nd October 1992 


Douglas Edmondson Esq.. 
Special Agent. 

October Surpnse Task Force. 
Ford House Office Building. 
Room 175C. 

Third & D St. SW, 
WASHINGTON DC 20515 


[9ear .Mr. Edmondson. 

r-unhcr lo our iciephonc conversation ui Tuesday, i have exiraciea copies oi the 
Tritish Airw'ays >chedule lor Concorde. San Francisco and .\tadnd. P!ease lind a 
^opy attached. 

I am still investigating whether we still hold reser\'ations records going back to 1980. 
In the meantime, can you please write to me specifying more exactly the information 
you are looking for. Can you also include in your letter the name and telephone 
number of a guarantor who is able to verify to British Airways the authenticity ot the 
October Surprise Project, and your own role therein, and we wall see what we can do 
to assist, subject of course to legal advice. 

Yours sincerely. 



/< 


Ray Grainger 

HM CAPACITY MANAGEMENT 
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$AM 0IE60 ^ LONDON 

OtTA# tm tmm Ni wN fci 


SAN f RANCISCQ->LONDdN 


SEAmE-LONOON 

3J>4irr Uta»r«HM» Af^ «••-»*» 

uwNwt >ii iawit » i > t i** ***' » 


SEYCHIUS-40NDGN>£^MHi 


From 27th April we 11 be iaridine at 
Seattle; gateway to North West CSA 
and \Vestem Canada. 

We’ll be flying there non-stop by 7 47 
three times a week. 


take tnote care « j'ojj. 
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COMBINED 

INVOICE/STATEMENT 


VAT Regittiation No. 238 6044 59 
TYPE OF SUPPLY CREDIT SALE 


187 PtCCAOlUY. LONDON WJ* 


ACCOUNTS DEPT. ’ 
18/20 STEPHENSON W/ 
LONDON NW12DX 
TELEPHONE 01-388 7771 

27 AOS 1980 


i« J CASEV 
liOGERS 6 WELLS 

two HUNOUEe pabk avenue 
NEW rORif w»y. 10017 
UMTEO STATES Of AMERICA 


PAGE 


ACCOUNT Na 


■OtSCBIWOM 


CT«orr 


eALANCE BPOOSKT fOPWABO 

CASW BEtElVEll 

SPECIAL OPERATIONS EUROPE 

TOP SECRET 

WHO BARES WTINS 

MASTER Of PECEPTTON 
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*999999 

G035980 

S033980 

0035980 

6035980 


7999 
582 * 
*1*6 
* 1 *6 
*1*fe 
* 1*6 


CA$H Received AND credits passed after the end of month mfiu. be shown on next statement ^ 

■ RECEIPTS VWU ONLY BE ISSUED ON REQUEST 

5 : TrtlS ACCOUNT IS MADE UPTO DATE SHOWN ABOVE IUNDB1 TELEPHONE NUMBER) AMOUN 

n/tfOttlct: 187 PICCADILLY,, LONDON WiVROA. telephone 01*38 0921 IIQUm*) An»^at»SarvKf^wl»U»otHM!t*oliit»'*n»uft. 


516 











102 



LONOON-NEW YORK 


'niam 


iSfmaKj Q?yo 


sm 


MANCHESTER-4\IEWY0RK 


tONDOIMIICfe 


^•o^iO!lip^^ tp»l ror» j oiao 


57WCI 






















ciiusircisrevtiu 


fta. «}» ut tJtmAO maoer 



IINdu 

iuf 

&C^jLA^ 



: JT^ 


































S«)<kn:a f si;rf4«-4>«M.T 



App. 0478 






AUG 


THUR 


ZZtS-T 


THURSDAY. AUGUST 7 























tricu(tV«M«v ' ■ 
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WN J CASEY 
SAGGERS C MILLS 
200 PARK AVE 


AUG 3WI^^0 
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^>-OESCRtniM 


HOUSE CHARGE BALANCE 
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beverage deck 
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BEACH BEVERAGE 
BEVERAGE DECK 
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DD3D6 
00 30? 
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224.70 
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13.38CR 

9.92 


70 

18CR 

86CR 


TOTAL TAA 
INTEREST CHARGE 


K€ASf MY VAST amount s^cAm 


TO lf«UnE PWMCn CAfOir. please detach and return stus with bcenttanc*. 
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SROGERS A MILLS 
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united states government 

Memorandum 



DEPARTMENT OF THE TSEA5t^**^V 
united states customs XERVrCE 


date: Oscember 10, 1992 

file: ADP-1-IM:E JRK 


TO: 

FROM: 

SlIBJECT: 


JiA King, OE 

DirBctor, Off ice of Enf orcemenc sysf ens 




Search Results 


As you requested, my offiGe f>crfor»®:i a search of the 
airport query archive flleafroailSSO using the following search 
paranaters tnat you 


wllliaB Casey 

3/13/13 

ot 

birth 


WtlliaB Caeey 

any date 


Bill '- Casey 

3713/13 

of 

birth 


■ ' Slli' ■Casey 

any date 


John Shaheen 

John Shaheen 

10/24/15 
any date 

of 

birth 


Ahmed Omshei 

any Oate 

of 

birth 



The attached prihtotit, with a shews the results. 

In suBoary^ ws had:^^ 

• Ahned Opahei ^ no matches 

• John shahaen 

- 4 exact matches (DOB 10/24/13) 

1 possihle patch (DOB 00/00/15) 

3 dnlDcely fflatches (various DOB) 

• Bill Casey - 1 unliJeoly Bateh (DOB 00/00/28) 

• Wllllaa Casey - lip exact aatchas 

1 possihle Batch (DOB 00/00/13) 

- 4 poaslhla Batches (DOB 00/00/00) 

- 49 unlikely Bstchee (various DOB) 


Plaaae lat bs know if you naad any f urthar infor»atioiJ, 



Rpd MacDPnald 


Attachaant 
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Embassy of the Lnited States of America 



Seoul, Korea 


Jjne 26, 1992 


Senator Terry Sanford, 

Chairman 

Subcommittee on Near Eastern and South 
Asian Affairs 

Senator James M. Jeffords 
Ranking Minority Member 

Dear Senators Sanford and Jeffords: 

I very much appreciate the opportunity you have given me to 
respond in writing to your concerns regarding the so-called 
•October Surprise." The plain fact is that I had no involvement 
in or knowledge of any effort to delay or manipulate the release 
of the American hostages held in Iran with relation to the 1980 
presidential election. All my knowledge of the alleged affair 
has come from Gary Sick*s book, press reports and my own 
preparation as a witness for the Office of the United States 
Attorney in the perjury trial of Richard arenneke in 1990. I 
thus am delighted to have the opportunity to set the record 
straight. For your convenience I have repeated your nine 
questions below with my answers following in sequence. 

1. QUESTION: During the period of November 4, 1979 to January 
20, 1981 (inclusive) did you have any contact (including, but not 
limited to, written correspondence, personal conversations, and 
telephonic communications) with any individual (s) , official or 
otherwise, associated with the Republican Party or the 
Reagan- Bush presidential campaign , relating to the holding of the 
American hostages in Iran? If yes, please describe such contacts 
and provide any documents in your possession referring or 
relating to such contacts or your knowledge of them. 

ANSWER: During the period covered by this question, I had no 

contact, written correspondence, personal conversation or 
telephonic communication with any individual or individuals 
associated with the Reagan-Bush presidential campaign or the 
Republican Party relating to the holding of the hostages, or for 
that matter, relative to any other subject. My first contacts 
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with the Reagan-Bush staff members took place after the election 
of November 1980. These contacts were ievoted entirely to 
w net he r or not I would be retained by t he i ncoming Reagan-Bush 
adminis trat ion as a member of the National Security Council 
staff. In this connection^ I met Ricnard V. Allen for the first 
time during the month of December 1980. I might also add that I 
met William Casey for the first time after he became Director of 
the Central Intelligence Agency in 1981. 

2. QUESTION: During the period of November 4 , 1979 to January 
20, 1981 (inclusive), did you have any contact (including, but 
not limited to, written correspondence, personal conversations, 
and telephonic communications) with any individual ( s ) , official 
or otherwise, associated with the Republican Party or the 
Reagan-Bush presidential campaign, relating to the transfer or 
t ransshipient of Ajner i can-made military equipment or spare parts 
to Iran directly from the United States or from Israel or any | 
otr.er third party countries or intermediaries? If yes, please 
describe such contacts and provide any documents in your * 

possession referring or relating to such contacts or your 
knowledge of them. 


ANSWER : Du r ing the period covered by this quest ion , I had no 

contact, written correspondence, personal conversation or 
telephonic communication with any individual or individuals 
associated with the Reagan-Bush presidential campaign or the 
Republican Party relating to the transfer or transshipment of 
Amer ican-iade military equipment to Iran directly or via third 
countries, including Israel, or for the matter relating to any 
other subject. My duties on President Carter's National Security 
Council staff were focused on intelligence matters and East Asian 
affairs so that these alleged activities would not, in any case, 
have fallen into my normal areas of responsibility. 


3. QUESTION: Do you have any knowledge of any transmission of 
classified and/or secret information relating to the Iran hostage 
crisis by any member of the Carter Administration to any 
individual(s) , official or otherwise, associated with the 
Republicaa Party or the Reagan-Bush presidential campaign, during 
the period November 4, 1979 to January 20, 1981 (inclusive)? If 
yes, please describe such transmissions and provide any documents 
in your possession referring or relating to such transmissions or 
your knowledge of them. 


ANSWER: I know of no 

information regarding 
the Carter Administrat 


transmission of documents and/or secret 
the Iran hostage crisis by any member of 
ion to any member of the Reagan-Bush 
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:ajipaign or the P.epuolican Party. Pary Sicx -as the National 
Security Council staff Tiemcer responsicle for Iranian Affairs. I 
rad infrequent contact witr. hr. Sic.< and rad ro indication 
-T.atsoever of. any sucn contact or activity on ms part. 

4. QUESTION: Have you ever met or spOKen to Jamshid Hashemi? 

If yes, please describe the nature of your contact with Jamshid 
Hashemi and provide any documents in your possession referring or 
relating to such contacts with him. 

ANSWER: I know of no person called Jamsnid Hashemi. I have seen 

his name in contemporary newspaper articles connected with the 
■Octooer Surprise* but inless he was introduced to me under an 
alias, I can say chat I have never ~et with him or spoken to him. 

5. QUESTION: Have you ever met cr spoken to Cyrus Hasnemi? 
yes, please describe the nature of your contact with Cyrus 
Hasnemi and provide any documents in your possession referring or 
relating to sucn contacts with him. 

ANSWER: I know of no person called Cyrus Hashemi and to my 

knowledge I have had no contact with him of any sort. I am aware 
from Mr. Sick's book called October Surprise that the Hashemis 
allege that I met with them in New York in the spring of 1980. 

To the best of my knowledge, I have never met the Hashemis. This 
allegation is not true. I have made no trips to New York or any 
other place to discuss arms shipments to the Middle East with 
anyone at any time. 

6. QUESTION: Have you ever met or spoken to Reinar Jacobi? If 
yes, please describe the nature of your contact with Reinar 
JacoDi and provide any documents in your possession referring or 
relating to such contacts with him. 

ANSWER: I know of no person called Reinar Jacooi, and unless he 

was introduced to ne under an alias, I can say I have never met 
with him or spoken to him. 

7. QUESTION: Did you travel outside the United States during 
the period March 1, 1980 to January 21, 1981 (inclusive)? If 
yes, please identify the countries and cities visi ted, the 
duration and purpose of each trip, and provide any documents in 
your possession referring or relating to such travel. 

ANSWER: I took four trips outside the United States during the 

period covered by this question. These trips are noted in 
personal calendar diaries kept by me and my wife. These are the 
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only documencary sources currently availaole to me recarding such 
travel. My foreign trips were as follows: 

From 8-11 July 1980, I flew with President Carter to Tokyo to 
attend the state funeral of Prime Minister Ohira of Japan. 

From 26-30 August 1980, I was travelling by private car with 
my wife in Nova Scotia, Canada visiting the towns of Yarmouth, 
Halifax, Baddeck and Louisburg. 

From 20-24 November 1980, I was involved in travel to and 
from a conference on East Asian developments held at Ditchley, a 
small town near Oxford, in southern England. At the end of the 
conference, I also visited friends in London. 

From 9-15 Decemoer 1980, I flew with Secretary of Tefense 
Harold Brown on a trip to Tokyo and Seoul. The trip was entirely 
focused on bilateral relations between the U.S. and Japan and the 
U.S. and Korea. 

No other foreign travel was undertaken during the period 
covered by this question. Specifically, I did not travel to 
Spain in July of 1980 or to Paris in October of 1980 as some of 
Mr. Sick*s sources allege. Copies of my pocket diary for July 
and October 1980 are attached, as are copies for the same months 
in my wife's calendar diary. As can be seen from the diaries, I 
was in the United States during the July and October periods. If 
you need further substantiation of any travel during the period 
in question, please advise me and I will supply this information. 

8. QUESTION: Do you have any knowledge of any effort by private 
United States citizens or government officials to delay or 
manipulate the release of the United States hostages held in Iran 
in relation to the United States presidential election of 1980? 

If yes, please describe such knowledge and provide any documents 
in your possession referring or relating to such knowledge. 

ANSWER: Apart from allegations contained in Mr. Sick's book, 

which I consider to be completely spurious, I have no knowledge of 
any alleged effort by private United States citizens or U.S. 
Government officials to delay or manipulate the release of the 
American hostages held in Iran in 1980 . I have no documents 
related to such alleged activities in my possession. I might add 
in this context that I was a close personal friend of one of the 
hostages, Mr. Thomas Ahern, and allegations that I might have 
been involved in delaying the release of the hostages, including 
Mr. Ahern, are particularly repugnant to me personally. 


App. 0492 


534 



5 


9. QUESTION: Do you have any knowledge of any sales (both 
official and unofficial), transshipments, or other transfers of 
any American-made military equipment or spare parts to Iran 
directly from the United States or from Israel or any other third 
party countries or intermediaries during the period September 1, 
1980 to Decemoer 21, 1981 (inclusive)? If yes, please describe 
sucn knowledge and provide any documents in your possession 
referring or relating to such knowledge. 

ANSWER: I have no knowledge whatsoever of any sales, 

transshipments or transfers of any American-made military 
equipment to Iran directly or via Israel or any other third party 
countries during the period covered by this question. 

* 

This concludes my formal answers. In conclusion, may I reiterate 
my pleasure at being able to set the record straight and to state 
my hope that your investigation can come to a quick and 
definitive conclusion. It is my belief that the entire 'October 
Surprise* story is false and based on testimony of witnesses of. 
highly dubious credibility. 


Yours very truly. 


C*. 


Donald P. Gregg 
Ambassador 
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.A. 5.HAJS.V:: 


Arr.old 

£«r.i<»r Lfpj'.y AMlfX*i’.t iasr»-»ry nf jt«-t 
Xiddl* i,Mi <l«pt »*“•- iMt, 

Zonr yr .xirhiL, 


Hv htmi broth 
wonpony, After 
AdfRiral ye^ani 


Altheuph I cc r.ot kr.ev yguybut I' tincv cf vcu, I 'em the «]<ieet 
erthefore the ravolutici: a rufrealull zirester of a ec;;atrvnt;o:: 
revolution, head of dadlo durir.r Baaarrar. and Inter ce worker viti;' 
,45 of one scrth before the elect4oh,«Te«lal e*iser.* of the Adaslr 


-al to the atate deot, durir.fr the hretafM aituetirn 1 caueed the rrceence 

of iieaa I-aseandldoh in Madrid, and hie Reetir.jp with atate Apt rep, etc etc. 
It hae been always ny point of view c.hat a e.harure tr. Iran ka5 to oooe fret 
within with the innttlal help fron oateide, unfortunaely «^th theen people X 
, wae in contact in Waehlnfton they did not take the matter eertoualeT.or tr.cy 
did not take the Adniral .Madenie ooint of view aerieueley, Ivae mccccfoll 
to briny Ayatollah Haj Hehdi Kareebl Keeber of p^rliaK«nt,aeed'iO^Knk’t.Yre 
foundation, Later hie Brother .Hcjnteelea Ha.'j Eaeaiin Karsekl to &rr-pe to cast 
with the Admiral, Later a delJraiion of I oersane of tedemaea. 

While net only I am aetlny ae coordinator bat financier,! feel *.hat yea. ere 
nteeinr the beet, not only that 'cut when Adriral Arver.r,v;r was een/^c ‘.ru a:.d 
anked you to tntereept the ease at Kewyerk yces did ric*hir4r. 

! have a wife end 5 children in States, they own a sever, bedroom heuse,two 
departments and Industrial land,! t.hou^t United Utatee war n second he«ie 


but we scar, tc be only yeod when u« are need*'!.''? _ 

Admiral is with me In London and w# are vai tlnc^]t.“.e arrtvale of Kr »allAlf#d 
-in ?arel siemaer of rarltament and the true cftntrllar of tho r'volut 
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gvird*ih* i« going to b« accor.^ariltd ty savrsi o-r.cr -c"Laratcs. 

Mr riphal it is very painfull to sea that while at n: -.r vcu ,.vou could 

havt taken the fulllnnltiatlve , no actior. has beer, tax# rr. ycur aide, i aa 
sending you acopy of Observer, please read cafe I;, also ycu vill find a 
photeiraph shovinp Karooby an^ myself and his a'.dc ersssinf the border tc 
Gezaany to neet the Admiral. 

Should you be interested to meet with the Admiral In Lender, till ^th cf Aucuat 
call me at 011418347715. 

e» 

Sincerely 

.»<.A.a.EAS£SMI 

\ . • 
aexyy for the bad typing 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Elliot Richardson 

From: Stan Pottinger 


The attached draft memorandum has been prepared 
as a resource for your upcoming meetings with attorneys 
and State Department officials. 

This memorandum nas been drafted from contempo- 
raneous notes, recollections, and interviews with Cyrus 
Hasnemi. It needs editing, but I have run out cf time. 

I tnoucht tnat ycu sncu^d have it before tomorrow's meet- 
ing. ; 


T.his draft really is for your eyes only. Should 
circumstances later require ct.hers to see a chronology cf 
tnis kind, I would want Hal Saunders to have a chance to 
review and edit . 


There is only one other copy of this memoradura, 
which IS locked up sub]ect to my custody and control. Con- 
fidentiality is obviously critical; do you have any special 
ideas on how we can keep the memo and its contents secret? 


Attac.nment 
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T?its document is su' ted as 
Exemotion from disctosure to non-covernnrr.ta! sarties 
Cl tnis document and any copies of it is ciaifTieo ur-esr 
the Freedom of Information Act. it is reocestsc t-at 
_oeforc any oisctcsure is permnieo of inis coCw.T.ent. 
or any part or cooies of it. timely notice oe given to 
tne oerson wmose name aopears on me stamp atfixed 
to me first cage of this oocument. 

Elliot L. Richarason, Esq. 

MilbanK, Tweed, Hadley and McCloy 
1747 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washinqton, D.C. 20006 
Telephone: 202/466-4700 



-PRIVILEGE- 

Thi; document is subject to the Attorney Client 
Privilege and may not be disclosed without 
The Ixpreu Auttuiri{j|}ipg of ibt Client 


DRAFT 


INTRODUCTION 

The following chronology sets forth the actions of 
Dr . Cyrus Hashemi and others secretly to assist the United 
in the return of the American hostages from Iran? to 
jOin with the United States government in a covert attempt 
to influence the outcome of the election for the presidency 
of Iran in January, 1980? and currently to advise Iranian 
government officials on national security matters. 

SUMMARY (To Be Provided ) 

NARRATIVE CHRONOLOGY 

Personal Background 

Dr. Hashemi is an Iraniain citizen born in Iran on 
December 27, 1938. He speaks fluent Farsi, French, and English. 
After obtaining a degree in economics at Oxford, he returned 
to Iran in 1960 to join a group known as the Oil Consortium. 
After approximately one year, he joined the Ministry of Water 
Power (later the Ministry of Energy) cind remained with the 
gpvernment until 1964, where his last position was Director 
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Through the spring cuid early summer of 1980, Tr. Hashemi 
continued to work on the first agenda and to provide the 
State Department with information and analysis on events in 
Tehran. 

Passindideh Meeting 

After several months of failed effort, Dr. Moini and 
Dr. Hashemi were able to persuade Reza Passindideh to leave 
Tehran for a meeting in Madrid. On Wednesday, July 2, 1980, 
the parties met at the Plaza Hotel in Madrid. Dr. Moini 
and Or. Hashemi met with Passindideh for approximately a half 
hour, after which Mr. Pottinger joined the meeting. 

Passindideh was nervous to the point of fright. He 
spoke no English, so Dr. Moini interpreted for .Mr. Pottinger. 
Potti.nger inquired whether Bani-Sadr knew of and had authorized 
the present meeting in Madrid. Passindideh said t.hat this was 
so, and that Passindideh was supposed to telephone Bani-Sadr 
later to advise him of the results of the meeting. 

Pottinger inquired whether Passindideh was prepared to 
assist in setting up an authorized confidential meeting 
between a representative of Bani-Sadr and a representative of 
the State Department. Passindideh said that he would, but 
requested a confidential letter from Secretary Muskie or 
another high government official confirming a request for 
such a meeting and setting forth, even in euphemistic fashion, 
points to be discussed. 

Pottinger drafted a letter from Secretary Muskie to 
President Bani-Sadr which he and his Iraniain colleagues believed 
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would meet the Passindideh request and test both his credibility 
and Bani-Sadr's will:.ngness to meet. Pottinger sucgested that 
if the letter were agreeable to the Secretary of State, it 
could be shovm to Passindideh. He could authenticate the 
letter and take notes on its content for reporting to Bani- 
Sadr, but the letter itself would be "escrowed” tending a 
similar response from Bani-Sadr. 

Pottinger also asked Pass ir.dide.t to answer 
a limited nxamber of questions as a sign of his knowledae and 
aut.ncrity. These involved sucn matters as the condition of 
the hostages, whether there was anyone with authoritv to 
round up and deliver the hostages if the proper order were 
given, who would likely be Bani-Sadr's representative in the 
event of a private meeting, and the like. 

On Saturday, July 5, 1980, Saunders said that the 
Department had reviewed Pottinger's draft letter and proposed 
approach to Passindideh. He said that a fulsome letter of 
invitation from the Secretary was inappropriate at that point. 

The Department was led to believe that Bani-Sadr wished to 
have such a meeting; in such a case a letter attempting to 
'persuade him of such a meeting was neither necessary nor 
appropriate. They wished to pursue the Passindideh connection 
nevertheless, and proposed that Pottinger convey to him in Madrid 
the contents of a note from the State Department confirming their 
desire to meet. (See Exhibit 6.) This was then done through 
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Dr. Hashemi and Dr. Moini. 

At the same time, Dr. Hashemi advised Pottinger that 
Passindideh had become too nervous to remain in Madrid and 
was leaving at once to return to Tehran. Passindideh 
believed that he would be in grave jeopardy if anyone in 
Tehran discovered that he had met secretly with a private 
American citizen to discuss the opening of an official 
line of communication between Bani-Sadr and the State 
Department. The day before, President Cairter had traveled 
tc California to make a speecn. Sources close to the President 
commented during the trip that the government was hopeful of 
establishing communication with Tehran throuch a dissident 
ayatollah. This was part of the lead story in the New York 
on Saturday, July fifth, and was reported on the wires 
and in London. Passindideh took t.hese reports as a reference 
to his efforts and the views of his father. He believed it 
was necessary to return to Tehran at once. He told Dr. Moini 
t.hat after a few days, if there was more to discuss, they 
could pursue the matter by telephone. 

On July 9, 1980, Dr. Hashemi reported to Mr. Pottinger 
that Dr. .Moini had received a telephone call from Passindideh. 
Passindideh claimed that he had met with Bani-Sadr, who 
approved the meeting in principle. He said that Bani-Sadr 
proposed to form a delegation or "commission** of Sanjabir 
Sal 2 Lroatien, and Passindideh, or some combination thereof. 
Passindideh said that the Iranians wished ten to fourteen 
days to prepare for such a meeting, and. that it could not 
go forward unless Ayatollah Khomeini approved it and there 
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appeared -c oe some -6vel cz support frcm kev zienic&rs cf 
-he Majlis. Zr. Hasnemi did ncr know wnerher San^aci cr 
Saiamarien were aware of me Madrid rneetinc or zhe proposed 
commission, dur said zhat Passindideh ' s meeting with 3ani-Sadr 
nad been "minuted , " which indicated to Hashemi that the 
proposal was taken seriously in Tehran. 

Mr. Pottinger relayed the foregoing to Mr. Saunders, 
who responded with a request for a meeting in Germany in 
mid-July. This was conveyed to Passindideh through Pottinger 
and Hasnemi . Passindideh relayed a message back that the 
matter was uncer review, cut tnere was no further word cn 
tne proposal, and no meeting occurred. 

During the next ninety days Dr. Hashemi conti.nued to 
provide information and analysis on a number of issues. He 
discussed t.ne upcoming choices for a new Prime Minister; pro- 
vided helpful information on the new Speaker of the Majlis, 
Hashemi Rafsan]ani (Dr. Hashemi's cousin); discussed ways for 
attempting to open a channel of communication to Ayatollah 
Beheshti; and incorporated into a financial report to Tehran 
information provided by the State Department on frozen assets, 
deposits, medical and gram shipments, the amount cf claims 
received by the Treasury Department against Iran, and the like. 

On September 1, 1980, Mr. Saunders told Mr. Pottinger 
that a letter signed by a Congressional Delegation had been 
delivered to the Iranians through the the Swiss Charge. 

Saunders said that he understood that a debate abwut the 
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hostages was occurring in the Mailis and requested Hashemi 
to explore in Tehran whether the Congressional letter was 
well received, whether a different document from the United 
States would be better, whether other communications were 
needed at that juncture, whether the agenda set forth in 
the Congressional letter was realistic, and the like. In 
due course Hashemi provided his views on these questions. 

In September, Dr. Hashemi 't/as also requested to provide 
^ financial report on oil pricing and exchange rates. He 
provided a copy cf his report to tne State Department on 
September 17, 1980. (See Exhibit 
Asset Recovery Project 

On September 12, 1980, Pottincer met in the State 
Department wit.h Mr. Saunders and Roberts Owen, Legal Adviser, 
concerning a plain for identifying and attempting to recover 
certain assets which the Iramian government believed had 
been unlawfully expropriated by the Shah. Saunders and Owen 
advised Pottinger that a four-point plan for the hostage 
release was shaping up and that one item on the agenda was 
the request for t.he United States to take some form of action 
on the Shah's assets. Saunders and Owen said that the State 
Department and Treasury Department would attempt to collect infor- 
mation through the Bank Secrecy Act or whatever other sources 
of information they might have. They were skeptical that the 
Shah would have left any significant assets in the United 
States after his departure for Egypt, and they were skeptical 
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□•cttmbcr 19, 1992 


MEMO FOR MR. HARCELUi AMD MEMBERS C7 THE TASK FORCE 
FROM GARY SICK . ..... -( 

' ' f 
^ f 

In respons* C9 the specific cuescions raised during the 
course of my appearance yesterday, I have consulted my notes.. 

The following points provide the most complete responses to each 
of the relevant questions that i have teen able to produce. 

1. Re Harold Saunder's note cf May 6, 1380, describing a 
telephone conversaticn in which Stanley Pottinger relayed a mes- 
sage from Cyrus Kashemi that various individuals might be able to 
come out of Iran for discussions. 1 discovered that I do not have 
the original document. I contacted Harcld Saunders who agreed to 
copy the relevant pages and fax tnen tc t.he Task Force on Monday, 
Tecemcer 21. 

According tc my totes, t.he taxt of the entrt’ is as follows: 
"Pottinger: Madam met w/5S, rJio, Behesti. They asked him to take 
?M. He declined. Met again yesterday alone v/Kno. Impression that 
•Madani is cooking up s.t. ;Saudi .money perhaps) -M is rabidly 
anti-clerical, afraid cf Saudis> -CH distressed about Jamshid 
knowing of mtg w/ Behesti. CH talked tc a's representative in 
Switzerland. Son of Nontezari cld come out. Ayatollah Karruoi old 
come out (nbr cf pari, close to Ahmed, IS yrs student of Kho. .. 
Kuwait, Sharja, Abu Dhabi, Bahrain) Would come and meet ." 
[underlined in original. 

Based on my review of the notes, I now realize that I was in 
error when I said that the message referred to Reza Pasandideh 
and Mehdi Xarrubi. Pasandideh is not mentioned. Instead, the note 
appears to indicate that Behesti 's representative in Switzerland 
proposed to Cyrus Hashemi two possible intermediaries: (1) the 
son of Ayatollah Montazeri [not the son of Ayatollah Pasandideh]; 
and (2) Ayatollah [Mehdi] Karrubi. Reza Pasandideh had been men- 
tioned by Cyrus Hashemi as a possible channel from the earliest 
contacts bertween Cyrus and U.S. g overnment Tepresentatives in 
□ecenber 1979, but not in this exchange. 

2. Re ny contemporaneous note reporting a meeting on July 
14, 1980, with a "Mr. Hashemi." I have attengited to contact 
David Laylin [or Laylln] , who apparently set up that meeting. I 
had not talked to him for many years, and the old telephone num- 
ber I had is no longer in operation. I will attempt to locate 
him, but I zui uncertain if I will be successful. In the meantime, 
I spoke to Jamshid Hashemi, who recalled that his meeting with me 
in 1980 was in fact arranged by David Laylln. Consequently, I now 
believe that the July 14, 1380 meeting probably involved Jamshid, 
not Cyrus, Hashemi. 

3. Rs the Mayflower meeting. According to my notes, Jamshid 
first raised the subject of the Mayflower Hecel meeting when I 
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in^erviewed him in London in Cctotoer 1590. I wenr ever the 
details of the story with him on at least two other occasions in 
1991. 


Based on ny re-reading of these notes, I now realize that I 
erred when 1 told the committee yesterday that it was my belief 
that Jamshid had 3cnown Roy Fursarh prior to the Mayflower hotel 
meeting. My notes reveal that Jamshid told me on several occa- 
sions that he had not met Roy FurmarK prior to that meeting. I 
also received information from other investigators that FurmarJc 
denied ever meeting Jamshid until many years after 1980. 

I also found several entries in my notes expressing some 
doubt in my o%m mind that Jamshid was being entirely candid about 
FurmarK's presence. Jamshid had indicated a reluctance to reveal 
the full relationship between John Shaheen, Cyrus and Casey, and 
I speculated at the time t.hat the real emissary was Shsdieen, not 
Furmark. T'here is bad blcod between Jamshid and Funnark. I have 
no hard evidence, however, beyond my own contemporaneous suspi- 
cions, CO clarify or contradict Jamshid 's statements c.hat Furmark 
was the man who appeared at the .Mayflower -otei . 

4. Did Jamshid specifically mention Charles cogan in rela- 
tion to Che Mayflower Hotel meeting? Yes. Jamshid told me that he 
reported the contact with Casey to Cogar. , who reportedly told him 
to disregard the meeting and not to do it again. [It is possible 
that he said "Chuck" instead of Cogan and that I simply under- 
stood him to mean Cogan since we had discussed his relatlmshlp 
with Cogan on several occasions. ] I later raised this allegation 
with Cogan. but he declined to discuss it with me. 

5. According to my notes, Jamshid first mentioned "Gregg" 
to me during our talk in London in October 1990. That was the 
first time that I heard his account of his meeting with "Gregg" 
in his brother's office and at the Shazan Restaurant in New York 
as well as his allegations of "Gregg's" presence in Madrid. 

6. With regard to the comments by the Customs officer 
reported on p. 139 of October Surprise, ray notes reveal almost 
nothing beyond what was published. The source volunteered his 
belief that a message was probably delivered directly from the 
Republicans to the Iranians warning that if the hostages were not 
released, the Iranians would suffer severe retribution. He 
offered no specific evidence to support his understanding of what 
happened. 


7. At the request of the Task Force,, I have conducted a 
review of ny notes to determine what I learned from Jamshid 
Hashemi about allegations of meetings in Paris. The following 
chronological summary expands considerably what I told the Task 
Force on this subject yesterday: 

S-31-8#t Martin Kilian told tie about his recent [5-25] meet- 
ing with Jamshid in London, where Jamshid for the first time 
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stated that he and his brother had been worlcir.g for both Casey 
and the Carter administrarion. Ke mentioned that meetings had 
been held in Madrid "in Jane or Jaly" 1980 ir. which Cyrus had 
been "bought off" by the Reagan side througn the intervention of 
John Shaheen. He said Henry Kissinger net with Cyrus in London 
at the end of Aug-ust 158-0^ Thereafter, there were a series -of 
meetings in Europe: one in Zurich and tvo in Paris,, lie said Casey 
was present at all meetings, and he placed Sadeq Ghotbzadeh at an 
unspecified Paris meeting. No dates ana no details were provided 
for any of the meetings. [In a recent conversation, Janshtd told 
ne he had absolutely no recollection of meeting Martin Kilian. j 

In the first half of 1990 , i had my first meetings with 
Jamshid. They were largely introductory and social. Janshid also 
met with other journalists during this period, and I received 
reports, whic.h 1 regard as proprietary. 

10-13-90: When I net Jamsnid in Lonaon, r.e referred to 
unspecified meetings _r. Pans. He said he nad not ceen present 
but had heard something about t.hem from Cyrus, wno had partici- 
pated- He said these were follow-up neetings after .Madrid. He 
agai.n identified Casey and Ghotbzadeh as participants. 

10-15-90: Continui.ng our conversations i.n London, I pressed 
him .harder about possible Paris meetings. He said he was confused 
about exactly what happened. He was not there. He heard some of 
it from his brother, Cyrus, who arranged the whole thing. He did 
not believe George Bush was there. 

5- 4-91; I met Jamshid i.n Washington. There was almost no 
discussion of Paris. He told me that he was confident ( apparently 
on the basis of his personal relations with the Karrubis) that 
Mehdi Karrubi did not attend any Paris meetings. 

6- 7-91; I met Jamshid i.n Washington. .Most of the discussicn 
was about Madrid. However, in the course of the meeting ha warned 
me to "be very careful about v/hat you say about Paris, especially 
about George Bush being there. It was not what people say." I 
asked him if he meant that the Paris meetings did not happen. He 
evaded, but several times repeated the warning to be very care- 
ful. He said he knew about some meetings of Ghotb-adeh in Paris 
[I later speculated to myself that this might 1 reference to 
Ghotbzadeh 's meeting with Hamilton Jordan]. H .peated that he 
was not personally present so he could not say e: actly what hap- 
pened. When reminded that he had indicated several times that 
there were Paris neetings, he said "yes, there were meetings but 
since I was not there I cannot say what the contents of the 
neetings were." 

8-29-91: In another meeting he warned ne mat "Paris didn't 
happen the way it has been reported," and told me to be careful 
about those reports. 
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1'-I0~92t K« again repeated the sauae warning, saying that he 
vas not there and that his brother often did not confide in him. 
Ha was close to the Karrubis and thougnt that if they had been 
involved he would have known. There possibly could have been 
other Iranians who came to such meetings. 

In more recent conversations, Jamshid has indicated his con- 
tinuing belief that there were some meetings in Paris, that he 
has no direct knowledge cf exactly what happened or who partici- 
pated, and that he was confident from his personal relations with 
the Karrubis that they were not participants. 


8. With regard to my questioning of Jacques Montanes, 
according to my notes the first question I askea him was whether 
he had any knowledge of a secret deal between the Republicans and 
the Iranians, in which arms deliveries were used as a payoff. He 
replied that while he was being neld under house arrest [mostly 
at a series of Tehran hotels 1 in Iran ne heard the story of a 
deal with the Republicans, but r.e had no hara facts. Montanes 
told ne that the Iranians, in his experience, are accustomed to 
working with multiple contacts and simultaneous negotiations, and 
that the connections between these different approaches are 
’’always deniable." They always have a hostage of some kind for 
leverage to get what they want, he said. 

With respect to my interview with Ahmad Heidari, he was 
given a list of ’written questions. The first questions were about 
details of arms deals in ’which he was involved, then about his 
knowledge of possible meetings between Republicans and Iranians 
during the period of the hostage crisis. Question 16 vas worded 
as follows: "Were these meetings related to the arms shipment of 
October 24? (IRAKAIR fit » 999. This acft carried the 250 F-4 
tires, M-60 tank spares fm Italy, 1000 PRC 77 batteries fm TUDOR 
in Spain, & a J60 motor for SCORPIO armored car.)'* Heidari did 
not answer the question; instead he launched into a long discus- 
sion of the technical aspects of the delivery, stressing that 
this was his deal and his alone. I asked again. He gave me a long 
disquisition that convinced me that he had no direct knowledge of 
how a hostage deal might have been arranged or what it entailed. 
He then stated: "I know that Iran, and especially Behestl, and 
later Rafsanjani, they were trying to make a deal with Reagan: to 
push the election, to deliver the hostages. But they wanted the 
money back. They needed the money to fight the war. That was the 
deal. It was not a minor level, it was a very, very high level. 
Between Americans, maybe George Bush..." I regarded this as 
merely his opinion and chose not to mention it in October 
Surprise . 
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DOXJOI.AS L. W tt.t.ta tvts 
Attorney at Law 

A PROrESSIONAL ASSOCIATION 
ONE N E. 2*^0 AVENUE. SUITE 20A 

Miami* Fix>bida 33108 


TELEPHONE (305) 530 • 0282 
TELECOPIER (305) 539 -0724 

December 4, 1992 


Hon. E. Lawrence Barcella, Jr., Esq. 

Chief Counsel 

Congress of the United States 
"October Surprise Task Force" 

House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Re: Reiner Jacobi 

Dear Larry: 

I have your letter of November 30 which came into my office on December 3 while I was 
out of the city. 

It is essentially accurate, but needs just a little bit of modification: I told you that I had 
conveyed your desires, through an intermediary, to Mr. Jacobi, and that the response to your 
request for an "interview" was indeed negative. 

We did not, however, explore extensively any concept of "cooperation" with "the United 
States." Rather, you told me on a couple of occasions that if it were the case that Mr. 
Jacobi voluntarily submitted to a debriefing, and if thereafter he found himself in a position 
where he was exposed to the imposition of a sentence, you (or others working with you on 
"the October Surprise Task Force") would make the extent of his discussions or 
conversations, or any benefits to the Congress which might have flowed therefrom, known 
to any such sentencing judge. 

I’m not sure that I ever characterized his feelings or attitudes as susceptible of description 
as "anger." Surely, I told you that after everything he had experienced, he was less than 
enchanted with "the Government of the United States." Rather, I simply told you that it had 
been conveyed to me that he simply wished nothing further to do with any branch of the 
Government and, as you correctly stated, internal or political distinctions between the 
Executive and Legislative Branches weren’t too terribly significant to him. 

I will once again relay your current expressions to him (again, through an intermediary), 
simply because I think it to be my obligation to do so as his attorney—or one of them. 
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Hon. E. Lawrence Barcella, Jr., Esq. 
December 4, 1992 


Page Two 


With best personal regards, and wishes for a pleasant holiday season, I remain 

Very truly yours, 

DOUGlks L. WILLIAMS 


DLW:jf 

cc: Stafford. Frey, Cooper & Stewart 
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THE 

CLERK: 

Criminal cause for sentencing. 

USA 

versus Dirk Stoffberg 

• 


(Pause in proceeding) 


THE 

CLERK: Counsel, please note 

your 

appearances . 




MR. 

MARVIN: 

Seth Marvin for the Government. 


THE 

COURT: 

Good morning, everyone. 


MR. 

MARVIN: 

Good morning. Your Honor. 


MR. 

DUNN: 

Good morning. Your Honor. Thomas 

Ounn 

for Mr. Stoffberg. 



MR. 

KRATT: 

Edward Kratt, K-R-A-T-T^ of counsel. 

Good morning. 

Your Honor. 


THE 

COURT 

: Has the defendant read 

the 

presentence report? 



MR. 

DUNN: 

Yes, he has. Your Honor. 


THE 

COURT: 

Do you understand it, too? 


MR. 

DUNN: 

Yes, Your Honor. 


THE 

COURT: 

Is he prepared for sentence? 


MR. 

DUNN: 

Yes, Your Honor. 


THE 

COURT: 

All right, I'll hear you. 


MR. 

DUNN: 

Your Honor, as you know, I had served 

an objection 

, I believe, back on January 3rd, to 

the 

presentence 

report 

pertaining to the leadership issue. 

Basically, there's three issues I'd like to address today. 

One is the leadership issue. One is the German jail 

time 
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issue. And the third issue is this letter that Mr. Spencer 
Oliver has sent to both the Court and Mr. Marvin concerning 
cooperation my client has given. 

The presentence report sets forth that the 

guidelines that they find is eight to 14 months. The plea 
agreement has set the scope of anywhere from four to 14 
months. It's my position, and I'd ask the Court to adopt, 
is that the sentencing guidelines should be four to ten 
months pertaining to my client because there should not be 
an increase of two points on the role of offense level. 

As set forth in my papers, it’s my position that 
my client was not the leader of this conspiracy. 

Admittedly, he was involved in this conspiracy. Based on 
information, it would seem to me that, as I said in — 

THE COURT: Do you want to listen to this? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes. 

THE COURT: Come over here and listen. 

MR. DUNN: Based on the information that I 

obtained in investigation and just from reading various 
papers on the case, it would seem, if anyone was a leader 
in this case, it was Mr. Walker. It seems that Mr. Brokow 
and Mr. Toper, Val Toper and Mr. Walker were involved in 

this conspiracy for quite some time and that, at some point 

when they were discussing -- 

I They were having difficulty getting a hold of 
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these particular guns that the undercover wanted. After 
months, Mr. Walker reached out for my client who was in 
Europe. And then ny client agreed to provide the guns and, 
apparently the paperwork which would set forth that the 
guns would be going to Ecuador as opposed to Chile. 

Based on that position, I believe that my client 
should not be held to be the leader of this group. I also 
think that the section pertaining to this issue is somewhat 
innocuous when it refers to really what a leader is. And 
based on those arguments as set forth in my papers, I'd ask 
that you'd not find my client to be leader and that the 
guidelines that should apply, instead of eight to 14 
months, be four to 10 months. I know the argument may be 
academic because ray client served almost nine months, but 
that's my argument. 

THE COURT: Do you want a hearing on this, an 

evidentiary hearing? 

MR. DUNN: No, Your Honor. I'll just rely on ray 

papers . 

THE COURT: Based on the papers and the 

information before me, I find that your client was a leader 
in this operation. And, therefore, the guideline 
computation was correct. 

MR. DUNN: All right. The next issue I'd like to 
jaddress. Your Honor, is the jail time issue. I know that 
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Mr. Marvin and the Bureau of Prisons — The Bureau of 
Prisons has given Mr. Marvin permission to enter into a 
stipulation, which he sutsnitted to the Court, that my 
client should be credited with the jail time. 

And Mr. Marvin, in his papers, has said really 
that the issue is moot. I don't believe it is moot for the 
following reasons. Mr. Stoffberg, if yoe sentence him to 
eight or nine months as you could within the guidelines, 
there still has to be a judgment and commitment order. 

There still has to be bureaucratic processing. 
Mr. Essig, the regional counsel for the Bureau of Prisons 
down in Philadelphia, told me yesterday that, even if it 
was expedited still could take seven to 10 days for the 
order to get from here to MCC. 

Mr. Kratt, who has had experience in this area 
with clients that have done incarceration in foreign 
jurisdictions, has informed me that sometimes it may take 
as much as two to three weeks and even more, so it's quite 
possible that my client could get sentenced to more time 
than he would be under whatever you sentence him to. 

I would submit, as I have set forth in my papers, 
that, under S(K)(2.0) of the sentencing guidelines and also 
under 18 USC 3553, Subsection B, that you could step 
outside of the guidelines and sentence him to time served 
in US custody. 
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We all know that it would be the same. He still 
would do almost the equivalent of nine months. It still 
would be within the eight to 14 guideline sentencing range, 
but it would make sure that he would not be incarcerated 
for a longer period than he should be. 

And my main concern is that Mr. Stoffberg be 
released today. He spent almost six months in a German 
prison. He spent some time in Passaic County in a jail 
which wasn't, you know, the greatest in the world. And as 
a result of some of those conditions, you ordered that he 
be moved out of there early on. And, of course, he's spent 
some time now in federal prisons, in MCC and in Otisville. 

I believe, based on all those circumstances, that 
this is not a moot issue, that you would have the 
discretion, under the case law and under the guidelines and 
under 3553, to move outside and sentence him to time served 
in US custody. I think the interests of justice would be 
served. I think it would void any possibility of prejudice 
or injustice to Mr. Stoffberg, staying in jail beyond the 
sentenced period. Thirdly, I'd like to address — 

THE COURT: Well, let's address that. What's the 
Government's position? 

MR. MARVIN: In terms of the sentencing issue, 
the credit issue? 

THE COURT: Yes. Your letter indicates that you 
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•r« willing to see him given credit for the time he served 
in Germany. 

MR. MARVIN: That's correct. We have 
authorization. As the Court suggested on our last Court 
appearance last week, we are prepared to stipulate. David 
Bssig, B-S-S-I-G, who is the regional counsel for the 
Bureau of Prisons, has informed me quite differently than 
counsel just stated. 

If Ms. Lowe prepares the judgment and 
comaitaent, we can arrange for a certified copy to be sent 
to the Metropolitan Correctional Center tomorrow morning. 
We've been in contact with the person there who will 


I 

y: 

I ponpute jail credit 
]».. 


We can arrange for whatever sentence the Court 
deems appropriatei whether it's time served or whether it's 


a sentence within the guideline range, to be implemented as 

'r- 

soon as possible. We've cut through every single layer in 

ft 

^he bureaucracy, so we are prepared to stipulate. 

We think all the issues are relatively moot that 
^ounsel has raised because the guideline range here, as the 
Court has found, is eight to 14 months. He served 
Isomewhars in excess of eight months, somewhere less than 
ydne months. So, regardless of what term the Court 
fentences Mr. Stoffberg to, he's going to get credit as of 
tomorrow for the time that he served in Germany because he 
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«rr«9ttd in G«mnny solnly pursuant to tha arrest 
warrant issued by HaGistrata Ross. 

MR. DOMMt Tour Honor, X appreciate Mr. Marvin's 
intervention in discussions with Mr. Essig which commenced, 
X believe, last week. But although that may be what Mr. 
Bssig said, Mr. Essig told me yesterday, about three, three 
thirty in the afternoon, that that it could conceivably 
take as long as seven to ten days unless expedited and 
pushed. 

Now, hopefully, that's what will happen, what Mr. 
Marvin says. But, again, I think, since everyone knows 
he’s done this jail time, I think it would be fair to 
sentence him to time served in US custody, namely from 
October 18th to today. And the bottom line is that he 
would have served close to the nine months. 

MR. KRATT: Tour Honor, may I just speak to the 
issue of the procedure? It's my understanding, from my 
experience — 

THE COURT: You are who? 

MR. KRATT: Edward Kratt, Tour Honor. I'm of 
counsel to Mr. Dunn in this matter. It's my understanding. 
Tour Honor, that the central administrative system has to 
be notified and that the judgment and commitment order have 
to be sent to them first and then, subsequently, that order 
can be sent to the regional or the institutional 
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adffllnlstrative systen. 

If that bureaucracy can be cut through, then I 
think that it would not be a problem, but in my experience 
often these layers of bureaucracy are not able to be cut 
through. They have to follow their normal course. And 
that's why I believe it's important for Tour Honor to 
consider a time served sentence so that Mr. Stoffberg 
doesn't spend an additional two to three weeks that it 
often takes for these orders and conunitments to find their 
way to the proper institution. 

THE COURT: Pursuant to the stipulation, the 

sentence of prison will be measured from the date he was 
apprehended and placed in a German prison since that was 
pursuant to a United States warrant. 

MR. MARVIN: That's April 28th of 1991. 

MR. DUNN: I think it's the 24th, Judge. 

MR. MARVIN: Pardon me, April 24, 1991. 

THE COURT: All right, next. 

MR. DUNN: The final issue. Your Honor, is this 
letter that Mr. Oliver has submitted to — a separate 
letter to Mr. Marvin, which I presented a copy to you with 
my January 13th. papers, and also a letter addressed to 
you, pertaining to this issue. 

THE COURT: By Mr. Oliver, Chief Counsel? 

MR. DUNN: Right, Chief Counsel to the Foreign 
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Affairs Conooittaa for the Housa of Rtprasantativas . !*■ 

not requesting that you divert or move from the guidelines 
pursuant to Section S(R)(1.1). There has been no 
c ooper ation agreement with the US Attorney's Office for the 
B astern Distric t of New Yo rk. And even in m^^Harvin's 
response to my Initial latter of, I believe, January 3rd, 
he acknowTedges^at . 

However, I submit that you could go out of the 
guidelines, pursuant to 5(K)(2.0) and pursuant to several 
cases which I have set forth in my January 13th letter. 
And the cases are QS versus Khan . US versus Aou . which was 
a recent decision in November of '91, written by the 
Honorable John 0. Newman, and also $2$ versus Garcia . 

THE COURT: I haven't received those cases. You 
made the citations? 

MR. DUNN: I gave a copy to Your Honor of 

versus Aou and I do have copies of the other cases. They 
may have been marked up a little bit. Your Honor, this is 
S& versus Garcia . 

(Off the record discussion between the Clerk and 

the Court) 

(Pause in proceeding) 

THE COURT: You're relying, are you, on United 
States V. figa# A-G-U, — 

MR. DUNN: Yes, Your Honor. 
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THE COURT: — from Judgo NevriMo? 

MR. DUNN: Ye«, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: It says, becausa tha raquiramant of a 
Govarnment motion was sattlad in this Circuit, tha casa is 

MR. DUNN: Wall, that's trua. Judge, but ha nakas 
a qualification. 

THE COURT: Where is the dictum you’ve — 

MR. DUNN: I'll look for it in a moment. Your 

Honor . 

(Pause in proceeding) 

MR. DUNN: At Page 6 of my letter and also at 

Page -- 

1 

I THE COURT: He says, were the issue offered to 

this circuit, -- 

MR. DUNN: No, well. Judge — 

THE COURT: — there would be several lines of 

argument . 

MR. DUNN: On Page 5 of that decision, down 
towards the bottom, about five lines about that number 5, 
it says: 

“In Khan, we added an important qualification 
that a Government motion was not required for a 
Section 5(K)(2.0) departure based on assistance 
of the prosecution, but significantly limited 
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this exception to assistance to the Government , 
other than supplying of information relevant to 
the prosecution of other individuals, namely 
assistance by the defendant that allegedly saved 
the life of a Government agent. * 

Finally, in versus Garcia , we — 

THE COURT: I know, but it still requires a 

Government motion. 

MR. DUNN: I don't think so, Judge, because — 

THE COURT: Get me Khan, K-H-A-N. 

MR. MARVIN: I have the case. 

MR. DUNN: I have a copy. 

THE COURT: Let me see Khan, K-H-A-N. 

MR. DUNN: I think what these cases are saying is 
that, if it's going to result in an indictment, if it's 
resulting in a prosecution, if it's resulting in a criminal 
matter -- At Khan at 1106 under Section 2, where it says, 
departure under 5(K)(2)(0), it says, "We agree it would 
have been theoretically possible for the District Court to 
make a downward departure under 5(K)(2.0), notwithstanding 
the Government's decision to move for a downward departure 
under Section 5(K)(1.1), but the District — * 

THE COURT: What are you reading from? 

MR. DUNN: I'm reading under section — 

THE COURT: From what opinion? 
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1 MR. DUNN: Khan, SS versus Khan , 

a THE COURT: Where? 

a MR. DUNN: On Page 1106, under the Section 2, in 

4 the second column, first paragraph, 
s THE COURT: Khan also asserted? 

• MR. DUNN: Excuse me. Tour Honor? 

r THE COURT: Where it says, Khan also asserted — 

• MR. DUNN: Right. 

I (Pause in proceeding) 

0 THE COURT: But he's saying they have no 

1 authority to take -- 

2 MR. OUNN: In that particular case, Judge, 

3 because of the facts, but they say you could do it, 

4 depending on the facts. 


ao 

ai 

aa 

a 

u 

as 


THE COURT: Yes, but you have another decision 
from Judge Newman who says you can't do it. 

MR. OUNN: Well, I think Judge Newman, in this 
opinion, says you can. Tour Honor, because he's saying 
that, in this section, 'In Khan, we added the important 
qualification that a Government motion was not required for 
a Section 5(K)(2.0) departure.* 

And it also addresses, 

"Finally, in ys versus Garcia , we ruled that 
cooperation covered by Section S(K)(1.1) is 
cooperation with the prosecution, leaving 
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cooperation with the Courts available as a ground 
for departure in the absence of a Government 
motion, presumably under Section S(K)(2.0).* 

And in that particular case, in versus Garcia , 
which I have here, an individual cooperated with the 
Government. They didn't give a 5(K)(1) letter, but the 
Judge felt that this was an early plea. There were a lot 
of other defendants, where it was like a house of cards, 
, they collapsed, saved the Government a lot of time and the 
District Court a lot of time. And, therefore, the Judge 
„ departed under 5(K){2.0). 

12 I submit that Garcia and this qualification in 

,3 Khan permit you, under 5(K)(2.0), to also depart because my 
,4 client ^has cooperated with Congress. And if you read the 


,5 letter of Mr. Oliver, he's setting forth that this may not 
,3 result in a criminal action. 

yj If it was a pr osecution, then it's something that 

3 deals with the US Attorney’s Of^x^T^u^tllTs is something 
that goe^Tu^^TJeTT^FfTT^^oe^^^^Tssisting Congress in an 
^ invcstlga^on , assisting, eventually, possibly, in the 
American public, finding out what happened with whatever 
22 these negotiations were with the US hostages back in '79 
22 and *80 in Iran. 

24 And ray client has voluntary given that 

22 cooperation. Mr. Marvin, in his response to this, sets 
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; forth that the letter really is academic anyway, the 
cooperation is academic anyway, because my client has done 
more than the minimum of the guidelines, so he seems to be 
saying — 

THE COURT: It's not moot. I'm considering the 
14 month sentence or I can consider a sentence at the 
.bottom. 


MR. OUNH: Then, Your Honor, I would think, 

.'.umber one, if — I believe it's not moot. I believe that 
you can go outside of the guidelines. But, at the same 
time^^_Mrj_J4arvii^say8that, in his letter that you can take f 
it into consideration in sentencing Mr. Stoffberg. 


j If yoi^r^^not going to find that you have the 

I 

iiscretion under 5(K)(2.0) to view this as a cooperation 
'with a section of the Government and move downward, I would 

I 

at least ask you that you take it into account and sentence 
;:r. Stoffberg to the period of time he has been in jail, 
from April 24th to today. 

THE COURT: What's the Government's view? 


MR. MARVIN: First, just so the record is clear 
on the first issue, which the Court has already ruled on, 
I'd just like to mark, as three exhibits, transcripts 
during which Mr. Stoffberg discussed his role in this. 

In Government Exhibit 1, on November 30th of 
1989, at 2:10 p.m., during a call to an undercover customs 
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:ent, the defendant said, quote, he was the man who was 
tting the strings together in the deal. So we'd ask that 
*is be marked as Government Exhibit 1 for purposes of the 
:aring. 

THE COURT: Mark it. 

(Government Exhibit, 1, transcript, marked) 

MR. MARVIN: Second, Government Exhibit 2 is a 
■?e recorded call from November 29, 1989 in which the 
zendant, again is speaking to an undercover secret 
^rvice agent in which he says, "I will take control of the 
-tuation with you." 

THE COURT: Mark it. 

(Government Exhibit 2, transcript, marked) 

MR. MARVIN: Third, Government Exhibit 3 is 
other recorded call in which the defendant says, ‘I'm the 
rplier." He also discusses, "I've arranged documentation 


:r you to pick it up in Madrid. I've arranged for freight 
rwarders . “ 


And then he discusses, later on in the call, the 
tails of the transaction, so we think that the Court was 
re than justified in finding that the guideline range of 
•jht to 14 months was correct. Congress, like any other 


"ty^or private citizen, has a right. 


md a letter to 


e Cou rt, much like a family member would, a physician, a 
ber of the clergy, explaining -- 
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THE COURT: You're not putting Congress in the 
ne position as a family member in terms of its influence? 

MR. MRRVIN: No, what we're saying is any third 
rty has the right to send a letter to the Court setting 
?rth what they think of a defendant setting forth facts 
'd circumstances relevant to sentencing issues. Here, the 
Ldeline range, as the Court has found, is eight to 14 
nths. We think the Court should impose a sentence within 
,.ht to 14 months. We have briefed, extensively, the 
:ue of whether the letter which was submitted could serve 
' a — 

THE COURT: Did you get all of these. This, too? 

MR. DUNN: Uh hum. 

THE COURT: Will you mark this one? 

THE CLERK: Uh hum. 

(Government Exhibit, 3, transcript, marked) 

MR. MARVIN: We briefed, extensively, whether the 
-ter from Mr. Oliver, which we have included in our Court 
-ers, can serve as the basis for a motion, a veiled 
tion under S(K)(1.1), which is essentially what it is. 

' think the Second Circuit has spoken clearly. 

We don't know the nature and extent of whatever 
ristance Mr. Stoffberg nas provided. ^ hW^T refused to 
^'.1 us. as 3s hU T^oht. Mr. Oliver has informed us that 
one occasion, December 26th of 1991, there was a taped 
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iat*rvi«v with Mr* Steffb^rg «t th« ltotropolit«a 
Corractional C«nt*r. 

Siibs*qutntl 7 « Mr. 8toffb«rg h«« outeitt^ « 
niiab«r of •ffldovita to tho Coogrooaioaal Cooalttoo «ad 
SOM docunonts. SoM of tho inforaotios which Nr. 
Stoffberg has providod, os sot forth ia Mr. Ollvor's 
lottor« has booa corroborotod. Othors hovo aot. 

Wo thiak tho Court con toko tho lottor lato* 
coasidoratioa ia iioposiag a seateaco withia sight to 14 
aoaths. Certaialy, uador Soctioa 5<R)(2.0) sad all tho 
suthoritiss cited thoroia, that letter would aot qualify 
the defendant as a natter of law to tho extraordinary 
reaedy of a downward departuro, which , in any evont, is 
aoot. So, in suamary, ''t think that tho Court can taka the 
letter for whatever it deeaw it worth and inpose a sentence 
that it thinks is appropriate. 

MR. DUNM: Tour Honor, if I night just give you a 
little history of this atteapted cooperation with Congress. 

Z had written a letter in nid>Hovenber to Mr. Spencer 
Oliver pertaining to ay client's willingness to 
cooperate. 

Z had learned that there nay bo investigation 
into what was was known as the October surprise. I wrote 
to Mr. Oliver ia, I believe it was tho second week in 
December, around December 9th. Z was informed that Hr. 
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THE COURT: You're not putting Congress in the 
me position as a family member in terms of its influence? 

MR. MARVIN: No, what we're saying is any third 
rty has the right to send a letter to the Court setting 
:)rth what they think of a defendant setting forth facts 
'i circumstances relevant to sentencing issues. Here, the 
Ldeline range, as the Court has found, is eight to 14 
nths. We think the Court should impose a sentence within 
;ht to 14 months. We have briefed, extensively, the 
:ue of whether the letter which was submitted could serve 
- a -- 

THE COURT: Did you get all of these. This, too? 

MR. DUNN: Uh hum. 

THE COURT: Will you mark this one? 

THE CLERK: Uh hum. 

(Government Exhibit, 3, transcript, marked) 

MR. MARVIN: We briefed, extensively, whether the 
-ter from Mr. Oliver, which we have included in our Court 
.-ers, can serve as the basis for a motion, a veiled 
lion under S(K)(1.1), which is essentially what it is. 

' think the Second Circuit has spoken clearly. 

He don't know the nature and extent of whatever 
ristance Mr. Stoffberg nas orovided.^ retused to 

^*.1 us. as is_h^s T^oht. Mr. Oliver has informed us that 
one occasion, December 26th of 1991, there was a taped 
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interview with Mr. Steffb^rg *t th« ltotropolit«a 
Corrtctional C«iit*r. 

SubsvqutBtly# Mr. 8toffb«rg bM oubaittBd • 
iiuab«r of affidavlta to tba Coogrataional CoaMdttaa and 
SOM docnoants. Soaa of tha infosaation which Mr. 
Stoffberg hat provided, at tat forth in Nr. Oliver *t 
latter, hat bean corroborated. Other a have not. 

We think the Court can take the letter into 
conaideration in liopoting a aentence within eight to 14 
aontba. Certainly, under Section 5(R)(2.0) and all the 
authoritiee cited therein, that letter would not qualify 
the defendant aa a matter of law to the extraordinary 
remedy of a downward departure, which, in any event, ia 
moot. So, in summary, we think that the Court can take the 
letter for whatever it deema it worth and impose a sentence 
that it thinks ia appropriate. 

MR. Oinm: Tour Honor, if I might just give you a 
little history of this attempted cooperation with Congress. 
X had written a letter in mid^Kovember to Nr. Spencer 
Oliver pertaining to my client's willingness to 
cooperate. 

X had learned that there may be investigation 
into what was was known as the October surprise. I wrote 
to Mr. Oliver in, I believe it was the second week in 
Oecember, around December 9th. I was informed that Nr. 
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Oliver 

and 

an individual 

named 

Mr. 

Reed Weingarten, a 

former 

US 

Attorney down 

in DC 

who 

is now in private 


practice, who has been appointed to head the Senate side of 
this investigation as independent counsel, was going to 
come up. 

I wrote a letter -- Mr. Oliver insisted that he 
would prefer if the meeting take place in the Eastern 
District of New York's offices because it would be more 
comfortable for all parties. I suggested that this could 
be easily done at MCC. And he said, no, we can do it at 
the Eastern District. 

I wrote a letter, then, to Mr. Belkin, setting 
forth that this meeting was going to take place and 
apparently Mr. Oliver had conversations. And it was ray 
understanding that this meeting would take place on 
December 17, 1991 in the Eastern District of New York. 

I learned on the day of Sunday, December 15th 
that it was Mr. Belkin's intention to first debrief Mr. 
Stoffberg on this issue and other issues and that Congress 
would have to wait a couple of days until Thursday. That 
was a bad day for Mr. Weingarten since he was going to be 
up on a separate issue in the Southern District of New 
York, so I contacted, by letter, Mr. Belkin, stating that I 
insisted that if there was going to be any cooperation, 
first. Congress would have to be allowed to meet with my 
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client. 

For whatever reason, and I don't know if it was a 
Congressional bureaucratic mix up or whatever, that meeting 
did not take place on December 17th. I was about to go on 
vacation and I asked Mr. Kratt to come into the case and he 
met with my client and Mr. Spencer Oliver on December 26th 
at MCC. 

They had a long conversation. My client 
subsequently has provided quite a bit of information. When 
Mr. Marvin says that it's been corroborated to ah “lextent 
arid other things haven't been corroborrated, he almost 
leaves the impression that that part nas Deen checked out 
and it's not necessarily true. I don't know exactly what 
he means, but I think that caiibcinterpreteTTKSt^ay. 

The fact is that there has been corroborration, 
separate corroborration, — my understanding, of at least 
one witness pertaining to what ray client has given. My 
client has given numerous documents, names and addresses 
and phone numbers of people that can be contacted. 

It's my understanding that this will be all 
checked out. My client is willing to give a deposition at 
any tine. He's going to testify at any hearings pertaining 
to this October suprise issue. He's willing, if necessary, 
to go in your chambers in camera in a sealed proceeding and 
let you know what he's told Mr. Oliver. 
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But the reason, one of the main reasons why he 
has not given this information to the Eastern District of 
New York is because the Congressional investigators don't 
want the information out. It's their investigation. And 
that's it. 

He has cooperated. I think this is a real, real 
significant issue, this whole investigation. It's been in 
the press quite a bit and it goes to the reason that 
5(K)(2.0) is significant and the reason depart downward, at 
least give him a minimum sentence under guidelines, is 
because this is an issue that is important to not only 
Congress, but to eventually, possibly, the American public. 

In that situation where this individual who had 
cooperated with the US Attorney but didn't get the letter 
gave information that an agent of the Government might be 
threatened, the Court stated it could have departed on that 
issue . 

The reason that it didn't is because the attorney 
for the defendant didn't being that issue up at sentencing 
and it wasn't preserved on appeal. It's first brought up 
on appeal and, therefore, it wasn't applicable, but the 
Court in I think it was the US, versus Khan issue, stated 
that the Court would have had the power to depart under 
5(K)(2) based on that bit of cooperation. 

I think, based on these cases, that not only can 
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a defendant cooperate with the US Attorney's Office and get 
a 5(R)(I.l) letter, but he can cooperate with the judicial 
system as set forth in Garcia. And there's no reason why 
he can't cooperate with the third branch of Government that 
makes the laws. 

And based on the significance of this 
investigation, whether it goes anywhere or not, ray client 
has presented information voluntarily. And I'm asking that 
the Court please consider it in its sentence. 

THE COURT: My ruling on the issue of law made 
informally now, but subject to a possible brief memorandum 
of law is as follows. A Section 5(K)(1.1) departure does 
require a motion by the Government. It is usually made 
based on the cooperation of the witness or the defendant. 

There may be instances where, in bad faith or 
through misconduct of an Assistant United States 
prosecutor, that recommendation is denied. The cases, I 
think, indicate that in such a situation, the Court may 
depart without an explicit recommendation. 

In this case, there isn't the slightest instance 
|Of bad faith or misconduct. It's clear that the Assistant 
United States Attorney, possibly and probably acting 
pursuant to the directions of his superiors, since this is 
an important problem involving the relationship with the 
three branches of Government, namely, the Courts, Congress 
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and the Executive, has made an explicit decision internally 
not to request the departure. 

The reason, generally, that the United States 
prosecutor does not wish departures made except on its own 
recommendation, among others, is that, by controlling 
strictly the departures, the Government prosecutor has an 
enormous leverage over defendants. 

Not only can the Government decide the charge 
and, thus, in effect, decide the sentence, but, by holding 
within its own hands the ability to permit the Court to go 
below the guidelines, in effect, it can compel in many 
instances a defendant to cooperate and to do what the 
Government requests. 

Not only can a recommendation refer to a 
departure below the guidelines, but it also can refer to a 
departure below minimum sentences. The power of the 
prosecutor, under the guideline sentencing, is enormous. 
Fortunately, in this district, we have an excellent United 
States Attorney and Assistants, so there has been no 
overreaching and abuse of that enormous power that's been 
placed in the hands of the prosecutor and taken from the 
judges by recent so called reforms. 

Now this leads to the question of whether there 
remains any other power to depart for cooperation. The 
holdings of the Second Circuit indicate that a Government 
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request is required. However, there are some dicta from 
some of the judges in the Court of Appeals suggesting that 
there are reasons why this general rule should not apply 
when there's cooperation with other branches of the 
Government. As far as I know, the Second Circuit has not 
considered cooperation with Congress. Is that right? 

MR. DUNN: I couldn’t find anything on it, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT: That's right, isn't it? 

MR. MARVIN: We haven’t found anything found any 
cases on that issue. Judge. 

THE COURT: But it has suggested that a 
cooperation with the Court, as an independent branch, that 
might suffice. We can hypothesize a number of examples. 
One, it may be that the Government is denying a 
recommendation of a downward departure because the 
defendant does not wish to cooperate, but at the trial the 
Court may call the defendant and give him an opportunity or 
her an opportunity to testify and cooperate with the Court. 

And that cooperation may be extremely helpful in 
the administration of justice, although distasteful to the 
Government. That, I think, is one of the factors that the 
Court of Appeals had in mind in its dicta. Under such 
circumstances, it seems to me that cooperation, as the 
Court of Appeals suggests, should be taken into account. 
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Now we come to the problem of Congress. It is 
true that Congress is primarily a law making, and not an 
investigatory body. However, we all know that its 
investigations are critical in law making, as well as in 
informing the public with respect to what is happening in 
our society and Government. 

Not only that, but many of its investigations 
result ultimately not only in legislation, but in 
prosecutions of one kind or another. Therefore, 
cooperation with Congress should be treated as on an equal 
level with cooperation with Courts. They're both 
independent bodies under our Constitution. 

I, therefore, hold that, as a matter of law, that 
the Court may depart when a defendant cooperates with the 
Government and that is brought to the attention of the 
Court and, in effect. Congress has requested a departure. 
All right? 

MR. MARVIN: Judge, just to clear two things up, 
we can't request a departure here for two reasons. One, as 
counsel has noted in his responding papers, there was no 
cooperation agreement in this case. In fact, the defendant 
explicitly and continually refused to enter into a 
cooperation agreement with our office. Second, we don't 
know what information was provided to Congress. 

THE COURT: I'm not faulting you in any way. 
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MR. MARVIN: I understand that. 

THE COURT: I believe that your position is 

procedurally correct. 

MR. MARVIN: The other point I wanted to make was 
that the letter from Mr. Oliver doesn't mention either 
5(K)(1.1), 3553(E) of Title 18 or Section 5(K)(2.0). The 
letter does not request a downward departure nor could it. 
It simply requests that the Court take whatever 
‘cooperation* the defendant has provided in pronouncing 
sentence. 

THE COURT: I treat it as the equivalent of a 

request for a downward departure. The guidelines do not 
provide for requests by Congress or by the Court. 

MR. MARVIN: The Court could treat it as a matter 
of law. And Mr. Oliver has informed me and I'll inform the 
Court, as an officer of the Court, that that is not a 
downward departure motion because he knows that's something 
that Congress doesn't have the ability to make. 

THE COURT: I understand that. 

MR. MARVIN: The Court can treat it any way that 
it believes is appropriate. 

THE COURT: I understand that. You're correct. 

MR. DUNN: Your Honor -- 

THE COURT: Under the guidelines, neither 

Congress nor the Court has the power. 
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MR. MARVIH: We would also, I guess, like to 
stress, the Court indicated at the beginning that this was 
an informal opinion or dicta, however the Court wishes to 
paraphrase it or characterize it, we would just like to say 
that, since the guideline range here is eight to 14 months 
and since the defendant has served nine months, we don't 
think this is an issue the Court needs to address in this 
particular case. 

THE COURT; I believe you're wrong about that, 
but I have great respect for your knowledge of the law. My 
understanding of what the Second Circuit wishes us to do is 
to first fix the guidelines and fix the guideline sentence 
and then decide whether there should be a departure 
downward .from what the guideline would require. 

I would, first, have to fix the guideline 
sentence. And I would fix it somewhere between eight and 
14 months and, without this information from Congress, 
probably at the high end, the 14 months because this 
defendant, I believe, is dangerous and has been a leader in 
a massive attempt to violate our laws on munitions. 

MR. DUNN: Your Honor, if I may, even though 
there was no cooperation agreement with the US Attorney's 
Office, oftentimes when there is a cooperation agreement 
with the US Attorney's Office what they do is they give a 
letter to the Court. My client has given information. And 
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Congress, through Mr. Spencer Oliver, has given a letter to 
you and I submit that that can be viewed as a cooperation 
agreement . 

THE COURT: All right, that's the way I'm going 
to view it. 

MR. DUNN: And I also would submit. Judge, that 
it says, substantial assistance that he gave. That's what 
they say. 

THE COURT: Yes. All right. I'll hear you on 
the sentence. 

MR. DUNN: Judge, just one moment. Your Honor. 

(Pause in proceeding) 

MR. DUNN: Your Honor, since you set forth that 
you do have the power, based on this letter to depart, I 
would ask that you do depart, and sentence my client to 
something lower than the eight to 14. 

I know that that still means that my client would 
do more than eight months in jail. And, therefore, I would 
urge that you sentence him and release him today based on 
the power to depart. 

Number two, if you're not going to depart, then I 
would ask that the fact that this letter is viewed as — 
the fact that my client has cooperated substantially, given 
substantial assistance to the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
for the House of Representatives and the fact that Mr. 
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^ Marvin seems to view this as academic in reference to the 

2 fact that he*s done more than the minimum of eight months, 

3 I would ask that you sentence him to from April 24th to 
4 . today and that he be released today. 

s But, again, I would ask that you depart down and 

e I'd be asking that that departure be actually a sentence of 
7 US custody from October 18th to today, so that he could be 
3 released today and avoid any possible bureaucratic mix up 
9 that would result. 
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THE COURT: Do you wish anything to what your 
attorney has said, sir? 

THE DEFENDANT: Your Honor, I plead guilty. I 
accept the circumstances of being incarcerated in Germany 
and in America. And I beg Your Honor to release me today. 

MR. MARVIN: Judge, the only thing that we would 
add, just so the record is clear, we think that in the 
letter from Mr. Oliver when he refers to substantial 
assistance, he's talking about that not in the terms 
envisioned by the guidelines. 

We think we could establish that at a FATICO 
hearing. Because of the guideline range here, we view that 
as academic, but we don't think that whatever assistance 
Mr. Stoffberg has provided would be substantial assistance 
within the contemplation of the sentencing guidelines. 

Otherwise, we'd ask the Court to sentence this 
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fendant to within the guideline range of eight to 14 
“hs. And wed respectfully ask the Court not to 

iress, in this case, an issue which we don't believe 
:d8 to be addressed in the context of this case. 

THE COURT: With this guideline sentence, the 

rt would sentence the defendant to one year and one day 
rison. He's a dangerous man, as revealed by the Court, 
was a leader of this massive attempt to circumvent our 
•.itions regulations. 

It would take into account the Government 
^ressional information and reduce the sentence from 14 
12 months, which is within the guidelines. His 
deline sentence -- to twelve months and one day. His 
.deline sentence, therefore, would have been 12 months 
:d one day. 

However, as already indicated, I treat the letter 
' Congress as, in effect, an application for departure, 
iherefore, depart downward to time served and stay that 
'•:ence for one week to permit the Government appeal to 
3 Court of Appeals on this issue. 

In addition, he is sentenced to three years 
jrvised release, a fine of $20,000. He is to pay the 
-t for his imprisonment from this day forward. He will 
a $50 assessment. 

I note that the reason the Court would go to the 
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e guidelines, were it not for Congress' 

, is that there was a threat of physical 
this defendant. He's to be kept under very 
1 under the three year supervised release term. 
Into any trouble during that year, he will go 
lor three full years. Is that clear? 

. DUNN: Yes, Your Honor. I would just ask one 
Honor. Since we don't know if Mr. Marvin 
rows now if he's going to appeal this issue, 
‘-Id tell the Court if he knows, number one. 

two, if they do intend to appeal and you've 
1 week, if Mr. Stoffberg could be released 
decision. He could report every day to -- 
COURT: I'm not going to release him for the 

he wasn't released up to this moment. I 
.11 abscond. 

. DUNN: Could I ask Mr. Marvin if at least he 
ould expect to appeal this? 

:!ARVIN: I'm not prepared to discuss that at 

DUNN: Judge, if there's a decision before 
•s — 

C COURT: Whatever you stipulate to with the 
' fine. Is my decision clear now? 

DUNN: It's my understanding. Judge, that 
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:nced Mr. Stoffberg to time served, but you’ve 
:e week to them an opportunity to appeal, so, 
-hey have -- 

Z COURT: Plus additional terms. 

. KRATT: Your Honor, if the Government decides 
-end to appeal, would Your Honor consider, at 
*. application for his release pending appeal? 

- COURT: I'm not going to give you any 

answers. You can come to me at any time on 
I’m available all the time. Does probation 
/.at? Is that a satisfactory sentence under 
iew? 

: PROBATION OFFICER: Yes, sir. 

Z COURT:^ Anything further? 

. MARVIN: No, the -- 

COURT: Anything further? 

. riARVIN: No. 


Maureen Horowitz-Cof f in, do certify that the 
a true and accurate transcript of the 
in the matter of United States versus 
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FEDERAL BUHEAU OF INVESTIGATION 
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20535 

D»t«: 

Inspector in Charge 
FBI October Surprise Task Force 

FBI FU« No 

Lab No. . 

- > 


July 31, 1992 

62A-HQ-1024847 
20707003 D CD 


BaftrtBCo: 


Communication dated July 6 , 1992 


Your No. 62A-HQ-102 4847 

R«: 


SpodAtnj roectrcd: 


July 6 , 1992 


Specimens : 

Q14 Typewritten page dated September 10, 198 0 beginning 

CON-TIDENTIAI. MIMORANDUM FOH THZ FILE. . . ** 


Result of examination: 


Conclusions 

A positive determination could not be made whether 
tte Q14 document was prepared on "September 10, 1980" based on 
paper, typewrirer, • and ink analysis. 


Enclosure 


Page 1 


(over) 


r 

This Report Is Furnished For Official Use Only 
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TvTsevritina 


The questioned typewriter ijnpressions appearing on 
Q14 most closely correspond to Laboratory standards for u IBM 
Prestige Elite style of type. The typewriting was produced by 
a single element machine having a lift-off correction 
capability. The IBM typewriters capable of 'producing this 
document were commercially available prior to the. date on the 
document. 

The ribbon used to prepare the document* is a carbon 
ribbon which would contain the text of the document in readable 
form. 


Watermark 

The watermark ”Eagle-A Trojaji Bond 25% cotton fiber” 
appears on the Q14 paper. Paper bearing this watermark was 
commercially available prior to the date on the Q14 document. 

Staples 


Staplers having a one half inch span and producing 
holes similar to those appearing in the upper left comer of 
Q14 predate the Q14 document. 


It could non be determined through ink analysis when 
the Q14 document was prepared. 

Disoositicn 

C14 has been phcocgraphed and is rerumed herewith. 
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September 10, 1980 


M i 


CONFIDENTIAL MLMORANJi’M 'nin rlLi'. 


Todnv aL !1.C I’.uLler. .ciiator Tower's office called me 

to ask me if I ^ouic vmii iiiri to o. iscuss a confidential matter. 

Subsequently, at about n’ciock he and !iud McFarlane came to the office 
and we drove back down r.^ t'ae Hill. 

On tile w<!v, to.ev told about their meeting with a 
Mr. A. A. Mohammed, i Malaysian who operates from Singapore and who came 
to them via an old friend or Senator Tower's. Mr. Mohammed is apparently 
influential and/or ’ ■■ ■' ! -u'. inlous movement. 

This -a f te : nno:'. , . '••uri.-, I .■•rocment, I met with Messrs, 

'bhammed, Cut! or > r '■ .’.Of . • > i .lok Larrv Silberman along tc the 

meeting . 


As it turns • ut. Mr. M.-iiamined claims to have a scheme which 
has ostensibly received the approval of Ayatollah Khomeini to release 
the hostages onc'e the son m' the Shah's returned to Iran and installed 
3S a figureiie.id monarcli. inu I indicated our scepticism about the 

possibility of such .in ._::er(' i sc , osnoci.illv since it also involves the 
release^the hostages. repea ted Iv [ ressed that we could nothing to 

interfere in this matter, aiui tliat wo placed a high value on the national 
interest, '..'e indicated that if ho wore to come’ to us after the election, 

3 ^ providing we wore sue rcss t n 1 . wo might be able to be of some assistance 
to him in this effort. iiowever, tor now, the question of the release of 
the hostages is wholly within the lianris of President Carter and the Admin- 
istration, as it proper Iv should ho. 

Mr. Mohammeu indicated rliat no and other Moslems are terribly 
disappointed by the iT.rtcr Adminis t ra t ion . and claimed that Carter had 
'let us down time and time again.” Ho wms very vehement in his denunciation 
of the Carter Adniini s t ra i i (ui . ilow<'ver, wo explained that while we share 
our distaste for tlu- kartor \d.m i n i s ; r.i i , the matter of the hostages is 
one affectir.,: t!u^ lui; M'u.ii i-'i. j-r-.t mk; f hercroro could not be made subject 
to partisan devices. 

Both Larry and 1 indicated that we would be pleased to hear 
whatever additional news Mr. Mohammed might be able to turn up, and I sug- 
gested that chat information be communicated via a secure channel. One of 
the questions that w’g had about the .scheme was more or less resolved: we 
wanted to know why this inforina tion had not been taken to the Administration, 
and he indicated that he and liis group have no faith in the Carter Adrainis- 
tration^sincere ty nr integrii;’ . .’o suggested this was a matter for their 

judgment, but that i ;i tlj. ur. vi - • rhn hostage matter we could not become 
active in the slightest . 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20535 


To: Inspector in Charge 

Octoprise Task Force 


Ditc; December 23, 1992 


FBI File No. 62A-HQ-102 4847 
LebNo. 21222015 D UD 


Reference: Communication dated December 22, 1992 

Your No. 62A-HQ-1024847 

Re: OCTOPRISE 


Specimens received: December 22, 1992 


Specimens : 

The following are credit card receipts bearing the signature 
"R J Brenneke" further described: 

Q18 Blue carbon copy of American Express cardmember copy 

invoice number 225471, in the amount $13.69 

Q19 White carbon copy of Q18 

Q20 Original Chevron copy number U 054904, in the amount 

$5.25 

Q21 Yellow carbon copy of Cardholder copy number 5487679 

K2 The following items bear the purported knowij. 

signature RICHARD J. BRENNEKE: 

-Twenty-one American Express credit card receipts 
-Two Mobil Oil credit card slips 
-Eight cardholder receipts 
-Twenty-two personal checks 
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ALSO SUBMITTED: 


Fingerprint card of RICHARD BRENNEKE 


Results of examination: 

It was determined that Richard J. Brenneke, K2, 
prepared the questioned signature on Q20. The questioned 
signatures on Q18, Q19, and Q21 were probably prepared by 
Brenneke, K2. 

Although the opinion regarding Q18, Q19, and Q21 
is not a positive identification, there are sufficient 
similarities to establish a strong likelihood that Brenneke 
prepared these questioned signatures. The possibility of 
another writer is considered unlikely. 

Q18 through Q21 and K2 have been photographed and 
are returned herewith. 
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Telephone C onversation 
Between 

Richard Brennelce & Robert Benes 

Thursday, October 13, 1988, time: 1:36 

Robert Benes in Paris, Richard Brenneke in Western Oregon 


RB: Oui. 

R JB : Robert? 

RB : Oui. 

RJB : Robert, this is Dick Brenneke. 

RB: How are you? 

RJB: Good, how are you? 

RB : Ah, no good. (laughing) 

RJB: Oh, what's the matter? 

RB : American television. 

RJB: Ah, come on. Problems? No, no. I am calling again, I am 

back in the United States and now I'm thinking about coming back to 
Europe perhaps to see you. 

RB : For which business? 

RJB: Just to talk further with you about some business that we can 

do. But, I wanted to ask how you were. 

RB : Just a moment. 

RJB: Are you well? 

RB: Hello? 

RJB: Yes, yes. 

RB: Yes, yes. With pleasure I see you again but, but I don't know 

for which business? Is it, this is funny, funny, funny, please, 
simply because I have many, many telephone numbers on my list. 

I am very busy. 

RJB: Yeah, yeah. Your name, you, your name was in the paper 

Sunday in the United States. 

RB: They want my name because it is, je ne sais pas, ah, liar. 
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RJB: Thank you, Robert. 

RB: I will do good work. 

RJB: Well, we'll see. I'll send this to you and then -- 


RB: And then when we are in Paris I very good, we'll see 

if we have any business . . . 

RJB: Yes, yes, of course... Allright, well I will talk with you 
again and let you, send you this material, this information. 


RB: Okay. 

RJB: Okay, take care of yourself. 

RB: Okay. 

RJB: Okay, bye-bye. 

RB : Bye - bye . 

End of conversation with Robert Benes at 2:00pm, 
Excerpts from collect call with Ben Bradley, Jr. 


Thursday . 
following. 
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RB: Okay, When I say this to the Americans, "Okay give me the 

Supreme Court” (laughter) 

RJB: Understand, I understand ... 

RB: Yeah, it is joke, very simple (laughter) 

RJB: Yeah, we don't know. But I just called to tell you because - 

I send you what is in the paper. 

RB: Yes for me it is needed the printing, I don't understand... 
Maybe it is part of the what, maybe it is part of the election no? 

RJB: I don't know. People say you are very important, very - 

RB: Thank you very much. 

RJB: Yes, I tell you this -- Now, I know Col. Benes is very 
important. Know, 

RB: No, now I am just a fool -- 

RJB: Is that so, I don't believe that. 

RB: Yes, I help rescue persons who sink in the court because I 

am, I am the poolboy. 

RJB: Uh huh. Uh huh. Yeah, yeah I understand. 

Yeah I understand that. Well there is something to be important. 

RB: Well, I am very glad, very glad to see Mr. Bush if nothing 

else . 

RJB: Yes, yes. Well, but not perhaps today, maybe you are busy. 

RB: Ah, well it is something -- Now, I make the choisie, I kept 

, I make the hotel and the, extra warm, and then cool. It is 

very, very, very, very, very busy. But I am, the connection... 

RJB: Yes, yes. Good, that is good. 

RB: Well, of course, because . . . 

RJB: That is good business I think... 

RB: No, no and interesting... 

RJB: Huh, what. Oh, interesting, . Yes, very interesting. 

RB: Okay -- 

RJB: Okay, I send this to you then we talk. Okay? 

RB: Okay. 
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RJB; That is the reason for calling. 

RB: Yes, yes. 

RJB; And they call me, reporters call me. Reporters call you. 
Again, again, again. And I tell them, you know, "Go away". I say 
nothing. 

RB: Yes because they ask me, "Do you know. Monsieur Richard..." 

I don't know him, yeah, I don't know him... 

RJB: Yeah, they ask for me, "Do you know Monsieur Benes?" 

Ah, there are lots of Mr. Beneses in Europe, I don't know which 
one, ah, it is very difficult. So, but I — 

RB: There are. There are very many Benes in the world, in 

Czechoslovakia, in France, in Argentina, in USA, many Benes — 

RJB: Yeah, yeah — you have, your family is in Czechoslovakia. 

RB: Oh, well, a few, 

RJB: A few. Yeah, a few -- 

RB: A part of the world. 

RJB: (laughter) I think so, I think so. And, but, I just, I'm 
calling — 

RB: I know, but what from me? 

RJB; Again, I don't understand. 

RB: That was with my telephone number. On Tuesday I go to Jasmine 

on my telephone it is so simple. Because it is very, very stupid. 
And I, then, the demands of — reverts to French — , it is very 
sticky, 

RJB: Yeah, yeah. Always. Well, I just want to see how are you 
are and tell you what is happening. I write this down and send it 
to you. 

RB; Yes, yes. Write to me, ah, yes and put it on the papier — 
RJB: Yes, I will put it on the papier and send it — 

RB: It is difficult to understand — 

RJB: It is easier to understand, I think. 

RB: Because I don't (laughter) 

RJB: Yeah, it is easier then to understand. And you are, you are, 

for many people, a very important man. 
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RJB: You read that. 


RB: Your paper, we have nothing in french. I'm very good to read 

one (garbled words) . 

RJB: Yes, I will send this so you can read it. And you can tell 
me if this is correct. I don't know if it is correct or not but I 
will send it to you to read it. 

RB: Yes, but, you know, I am not admitting to it because you are 

me. You do, too, I am not . 

RJB: Well, I know. I understand. People say that you were a 
friend of Mr. Casey, you know about these things and so forth. 
Now, I have no answer. I say nothing. I don't know. I say 
nothing about this. But, I tell you, I put this in a letter for 

you to explain what is being said because people talk also about me 

and sometimes it's not good. Too much talking. 

RB: Yeah, but I think what these people are talking about, well, 

it's for what ? 

RJB: I don't know. I don't know the reason. 

RB : What they want to prove, from Mr. Bush or not from Mr. Bush? 

RJB : I do not .... 

RB: What these (expectations)? 

RJB: They want to prove that Mr. Bush was helping to free the 

hostages in France. That he was meeting in France to help free the 

American hostages. And I — So, maybe he did but this they say 

that the proof is, did Mr. Bush go to France to help free hostages? 
That is the question. That is the question, that is the question 
people ask. It is a serious question but that is why t^ ' talk 
with you because of, also, Mr. Casey and maybe Mr. Bi’ d so 

forth, maybe you talked with them, maybe not, do you '■ und? 

RB : Yes, but I'm not in the position, it is imposs 

RJB: Well, I say nothing, I say nothing ... 

RB : But you have also been hinting... 

RJB: I say nothing because -- 

RB: I don't know Mr. Bush, not yet, I hope maybe someday — 

RJB: Well, perhaps, perhaps, yes both of us. But I don't know, 

that is why they call. 

RB: That, that blowing the bubble ? 
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RB: Yes, but what for.... 

RJB: Yeah, I understand. 

RB: For what? (missing phrase) 

RJB: Yeah, well, I don't Icnow. I just, I met, I tallced, I tell 
you this, I think this man you met in, Mr. Killian, in France that 
we met, I think will talk to you and possibly will bring up money 
for looking at papers, for talking about 1980 and Mr. Casey, and so 
forth . 


RB: Mr. Bush and Mr. Casey in 1980 in which 

city because I knew DeGualle, is it possible? 

RJB: I don't know, I don't know the answer. But, I think this 

will happen and more, I think, possibly people in U.S. government, 
in American government, will talk to you. They, government 
officers also want to talk to you, I think. 

RB: But I don't know for what? Because a talk with Mr. Bush and 

they hunt with Bush. For what me, because I don't know Mr. Bush. 

RJB: Oh no, they think you understand. 

RB: No, because I don't understand because we don't, that's not 

information but the, that can't be said, you see, in the newspapers 
I am my name because they learned my name, we don't know for what, 
for what the people ask, we don't know Mr. Bush, for what? I don't 
understand. 

RJB: Yeah, okay, I send you 

RB: Because Mr. Bush is the (president), he's a (rubber) man, he's 
a, because he's not quite mad. 

RJB: No, no, no. 

RB: I don't know, for what? 

RJB: No, they say Mr. Bush, in 1980, was helping with the hostages 
in Tehran in Iran at the U.S. Embassy. Mr. Bush was helping to get 
them free, they say. 

RB: This is an American problem, this is not my problem. 

RJB: I understand, but that is what they say. 

RB : I never go to Tehran, I don't know Iran. (garbled words) . 

RJB: I understand. I will send you the newspaper information from 

the United States. 

RB: Yes. 
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That would be stupid, is but I do not, I don't know how to say in 
English , 

RJB: I'm sorry, my poor french, my french is so bad. 

RB: And my English is so poor. 

RJB: No, your English is okay. 

RB: Oh, stop it, you cannot fool me. 

RJB: No, but my french should be better and it is not. But, we 

try. . .but, I know that people say yes, yes, Robert, in 1980, he was 

talking to Mr. Bush and Mr. Casey, and so forth and so forth 

I don't know. 

RB: I interrupt you. Yes, and they too agree. 

RJB: This, keep in 

rlB: And for what, I talk with Mr. Casey and Mr. Bush for what? 

RJB: I don't know. 

RB: Well, we'll have to 

because I do not . 

RJB : Yeah . 

RB: It is unnormal (?) . 

RJB: Yes, yes. It's difficult to understand because you and I, we 

talk, and understand each other. 

RB: Yes, I understand you and you understand me. I 

don' t 

RJB: The other people I don't know. I don't know what they are 

asking . 

RB: But for what, you know? I know Bush, for what, you propose 

what, you say I know Bush, for what? 

RJB: They want to say, uh, okay, they say Mr. Bush in Paris in 

1980. I say, well, I don't know. But they say Robert knows. 
Robert knows Mr. Casey so, and maybe Robert saw Mr. Bush in 1980. 
I don't know. For me, I say nothing, I don't know. 

RB: Nothing, okay. 

RJB: I don't know, what does Robert know? I don't know. No 

answer. So, I just am calling, I know that people will offer money 
to you, will give you money for talking about 
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RJB: Okay, They, they talked, she has called me and I did not 

know if she calls you. 

RB: Yes, yes. Never call me. 

RJB: Okay. 

RB: Newspapers said me, Miss Barbara give your name. 

RJB: There's a lady, she is in the United States in California, 

RB: Yeah, in California. She worked before in the (Pentagon). 

RJB: Yeah, I don't know wherealJ. . She was in Washington, D.C. for 

awhile and now is in California. I know who she is. 

RB: Because I have a telephone number from Washington, Hotel 

Washington . 

RJB: Is that so? 

RB : Is stupid. But from what why not talk directly with Mr. Bush? 

You have to tell Mr. Bush that you know that this is possible... 

RJB: Again, I'm sorry, I 

RB: I want to talk with Mr. Bush because he is a big, big man with 

many considersation in Europe. But, I don't know who's head of the 
controversy . 

RJB: But, you did not talk to him. Did you? 

RB : Never talked, never seen, never on television and movie. 

RJB: Yeah. 

RB : All the poeple in the world. 

RJB: Yeah, yeah. I understand, understand. 

RB : It is really is very, very, very stupid and funny. Now, I 
give a name, Mr. Dupont (ph) . I give you a telephone. You call 
yourself, Mr, Dupont, in Marseilles or in France, is different, 
monsieur . 

RJB: Now, wait a minute, this man, you want me to call someone, 

RB : I do not know in English, my wife is not here. The world is 

( french word) . 

RJB: Yeah, okay. Is this to talk to someone? 

RB: This morning, at 6:00, ring me back again. Hello? This is 

Robert Benes. Hello? Other times I say, shit, it is not possible. 
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RJB: Yeah, I understand. A journalist who talked to you. There 

is, your name is coming up more and more. In fact, I tell you, 
that some now are considering talking to you, paying you for the 
interviews and for looking at your papers. 

RB: right to give me the papers with my endeavors. This is 

funny . 

RJB: Yeah. This is what, this I understand 

RB: I have a memo in the Washington Post, Mademoiselle Barbara 

Honnegger . 

RJB: Oh? 

RB: It is, mentions my name, yes. 

RJB: Yeah, yeah. 

RB : Did you notice anything ? 

RJB: Yeah, I saw the I have not seen the thing, the story, 

but I understand that that happened, yeah, yeah. 

RB: But, I never, I do not know Barbara, never seen Barbara. 

RJB: Yeah, I 

RB : This Barbara, she knows me or why? 

RJB: Again, I don't understand. 

RB: I've never seen this girl. 

RJB: Yeah. 

RB: But, her money, she said she was from newspaper. I remember 

Barbara, she offered me money if I give name and telephone number, 
and she sent me money, no. Is business for Barbara, aussi. 

RJB: Yeah, yeah. 

RB: Yeah, yeah, I went to see Barbara. 

RJB: Barbara? 

RB: Yes, because I interested, in France, to (french word) . I 

don't know in English. Is not true, heh? What she say, heh? 

For what, for what, because we don't understand. 

RJB: Have you talked to this lady Barbara, did she call you? 

RB: Non. Is the newspapers that made Barbara give the name. 
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15 January/ 19 8 6 

TJie Vies Prssidane 

PZ: Req\:eses eiade by tz the i::;irZZ STAVZS 


I an writing te ash ycur assistance in dealing with requests nade 
by the cevernnent cf Iran regarding Middle Zast peace and the 
ncmalicaticn cf relaticns with the United States. 

My partner and I have been ccntacted by officials of the Iranian 
gevernnent. They have asked us tc assist then in bringing their 
requests tc the attention cf appropriate, respcnsible officials 
of the cevernnent cf the United States. You are suc.t a person. 
They have triad tc dc so thenselves, but with nc success. 

Tc help you answer two obvious questions: I have attached a 
listing of references when you nay call tc detamine who we are. 
There are very good reasons why the Iranians approached us and 
I would be pleased tc discuss these with you. 

Iran has offered tc meet with representative (s) of the United 
States: tc discuss ncmalicaticn of relaticns with the U.S. and 

netheds of achieving peace in the Middle Zast. They are willing 
tc also provide ongoing intelligence infematien, especially with 
regard tc terrorist activities. They are also willing tc provider 
as a gesture of their good faith, several current Russian weapons 
systens which are wanted by the Departnent cf Defense. 

Attached is an outline of the procedure I have followed in bring- 
ing cur infematien tc the attention cf the U.S. cevernnent. 

Because we learned cf considerable military and political 
intelligence as well as the offer cf weapons syster.s, I first 
brought this situation to the attention cf the Departrent of 
Defense imediately upon learning cf it in r.id-Moveoiher 19S5. 
Because of the responses fren CCD I waited until early January 
19 86 and then brought this to the attention cf the State lepart- 
nent . 

COD has reviewed the intelligence infomation I gave then and, I 
believe, found it to be substantially accurate. This infomation 
is contained in the two attached nencranda and details Iran's 
offer and several ccerational attencts to deal with Iran by the 
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'J. S. ccvernziar.z. Cue zz rhe nature cf the “ateriai invcived, 
have restricted the inicrratrcn tc these who have had a deiini 
need to hr.cw accut it. I an told it is considered quite sensi 

COD uitinatelv concluded that they could not proceed. Thev to-- 
ne that the policy cf the Cnited States with recard to Iran has 
not chanced and that no further discussion cf the Iranian effer 
is possible at present. 

We have had no reply fren the State Departnent as cf this date. 

Iran approached us in nid-Movenber 19 8 5 and the infemation was 
irstediately relayed to ICO. DOD asked for, and we cctainsd for 
then, several extensions of tine so that they could further 
consider the situation. However, considerable tine has passed. 

We have been told by cur Iranian contacts that if there is no 
action or reply very seen they will have no choice but to negotiate 
with the Russians for assistance. 

At present Russia has a delegation in Tehran which is attenpting 
negotiate an ams and assistance pact with Iran. Russia desires 
to ra-ecuip the Iranian amed forces in exchange for Russian cent 

of the Iranian navy and control of operations in the Gulf. Iran 

dees not want to becore another Afghanistan nor does it wish to 

become a Russian satellite. Unfortunately/ they may have no choi 

The Iranian officials have stated that they will have their 
Ambassador meet, unofficially if you wish, with a responsible 
representative of the United States. They will do this immediately/ 
anywhere in the world. They would prefer such a meeting to be held 
in* secret. 

At this meeting they will provide the U.S. representative with a 
memorandum signed by their highest government officials outlining 
a several year course which they hepe will serve as a pre-agenda 
for talks leading to peace and the eventual ncrmalioation cf U.S.- 
Iran relations. They will also provide for immediate transfer to 
a MATO country for the U.S. of one T-SO tank.. They will also wish 
to discuss the purchase of defensive weapons. 

I am net certain whether the decision given me by ICI is the final 
U.S. decision on the subject cf discussions with Iran. 




I believe that this is an honest gesture on the part cf Iran 
not see why talking with them in secret would in any way dam, 
the United States. I do not think that the goal cf cur fore 
policy is to turn the Gulf into a Russian sea and tdlaTlow R 
to strengthen its influence in the Middle East. However, un 
can assist in opening discussions it seems that this will ha 



Any assistance cr advice you can give me with regard to this p 
would be very greatly appreciated. Since time is essential, I 
willing tc com.e to Washington, at m.y own expense, to discuss t 
entire situation with anyone you designate. Thank you in adva 
for your assistance. 



Tbihrs , 


r' 
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INTERNATIONAL CENTER FOR DEVELOPMENT POLICY 

4 

731 EIGHTH STREET S E. 

WASHINGTON. D C. 20003 


Friday, June 10, 1988 

Mr. Lindsay Mattison 
International Center for 
Development Policy 
731 Eighth Street, S. E. 

Washington, DC 20003 

Dear Mr. Mattison, 

In the next few months, the American public will bQ hit with 
a series of startling new revelations in the Courts and before 
Congress. Soon there will be new information about Executive 
Branch involvement in drug trafficking and illegal arms shipments 
in support of the Contras. 

Some of these charges will involve the staff of Vice President 
George Bush. 

Here at the International Center, we have located and brought 
onto our investigative team the most important and explosive witness 
in the Iran-Contra Scandal yet to come forward — Richard Brenneke, 
who for 13 years served as a contract agent for the Central Intel- 
ligence Agency. 

Mr. Brenneke was among the key agents hired to set up a secret 
Contra supply network — three years before Lt. Col. Oliver North 
launched his now famous covert operation. 

The information Mr. Brenneke is bringing to light is shocking 
and of timely importance to the public. 

The International Center staff now has access to letters which 
Brenneke wrote to the CIA, the White House, and the State Depart- 
ment protesting an arrangement he discovered between the Medellin 
Cocaine Cartel in Colombia and the Reagan Administration. 

Mr. Brenneke tells us that the only response he received from 
these letters were orders to ••shut up** and a threat by U.S. govern- 
ment officials to prosecute him. 

According to Brenneke, the U.S. government traded access for 
drugs into the United States to the Cocaine Cartel in return for 
their aid to the Contras. The Contra- supply networTc” used the 
Cartel's airplanes^ pilots and ground facilities, as well as 
profits from drug sales. 

Mr. Brenneke also told International Center staff that Vice 
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Pres ident Bush ' s Na t iona 1 Secur i ty Advisor, Donald Gregg , was a key 
contact For the arms network and that Gregg brushed of i concerns 
Brenneke presented about receiving aid from the Cartel. 

In just two weeks on the Center staff, Brenneke has been the 
lead story on CBS Network News and ABC News and in NEWSWEEK 
magazine . 

With your help, we at the International Center, will make sure 
that the full truth is brought to light. 

For more than two years, I have been associated with the 
International Center here in Washington, working with an investi- 
gative team that has mounted an extensive independent probe into 
illegal actions by the Reagan Administration . 

It was the Center's investigative work that helped 
uncover the secret operation being run out of the 
White House by Lt . Col. Oliver North. 

The Center's investigators traced the pattern of 
illegal arms shipments, payments to offshore bank 
accounts, and involvement of high Administration 
officials . 

We found witnesses who described how Lt . Col. North 
made illegal cash payments to the Contras, arranged 
secret arms shipments during the Congressional ban, 
and guided the cover-up at the White House, the 
Pentagon and the CIA. 

Both the press and the Congress have come to depend on our 
independent research team. 

The NEW YORK TIMES now calls the Center "an influential and 
well-informed source" on the scandals. Center staff and witnesses 
appeared on ABC News, "20/20", CBS News, "West 57th Street" and "60 
Minutes" during the initial investigations . 

The CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR summed up the role of the 
International Center: 

"The Center has played a major role in investigating 
the extensive private network of Americans who have 
advised and supplied Nicaragua's contra rebels. It 
has been a key source of information for Congressional 
committees looking into the issue." 

The need for your support now 'is urgent. The full extent of 
White House involvement and that of the CIA has yet to be uncovered. 

We at the Center are committed to doing everything we can to 
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confront this travesty of justice and democracy — and ensure that 
the American people know the full truth. With your help > we can . 

But there is a great deal of work to be done. Brenneke's 

testimony must be confirmed with hard evidence. Documents have to 
be recovered ... phone records must be identified ... links to the 
White House, CIA, and other agencies must be investigated ... and 
Mr. Brenneke's notes must be carefully reconstructed. 

I know you can appreciate that the International Center must 

take on this urgent task. No other group is better prepared to 

provide public information central to the coming debates. 

More than 500 influential private citizens have become 
involved in the International Center's work during the past five 
years. Included are former officials of the Departments of State 
and Treasury, retired military officers, and leaders in academia, 
business, and labor -- ail working together as volunteers. 

We helped bring the first reports of the Administration's 
once "secret war" in Nicaragua to the attention of the 
public. 

We helped expose the grisly truth about El Salvador's death 
squads in tens of millions of living rooms through a special 
CBS News-Waiter Cronkite interview. 

We provided information which contributed substantially to 
Capitol Hill support for the peace initiative undertaken by the 
four nations involved in implementing the Central American Peace 
Plan . 


As a former U.S. Ambassador, I have seen firsthand how 
dangerous — and tragically shortsighted — is the Administra- 
tion's foreign policy. That is why I am absolutely committed to 
the Center's groundbreaking investigative work. 

This recent breakthrough is a result of our cooperation with 
hearings held by the Senate Foreign Relations subcommittee headed 
by Senator John Kerry . These hearings grew, in large part, out of 
our investigation of the secret "private" aid network run out of 
the White House by Lt . Col. North. 

The Kerry hearings, held in February, uncovered the CIA and 
North's ties to Panama's General Noriega — and Noriega's ties to 
Colombian drug lords . 

The Kerry hearings will continue throughout June and July. 

They will force the release of still more Iran-Contra documents and 
will generate vital testimony — not heard by other Congressional 
committees . 
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And the trial of Lt . Col. Oliver North, Admiral John Poin- 
dexter, General Richard V. Secord, and Albert Hakim — set to run 
throughout the summer and fall — will provide a critical forum to 
uncover the truth. 

Our experience with Senator Kerry's investigations in the 
past — as well as our knowledge of the issues and our standing 
with the press — are invaluable assets to meet the challenge we 
now face. 

We have a great deal of work ahead of us. I know you agree 

with me that we cannot miss this chance to make certain Mr. 

Brenneke's testimony is heard — to inform the public fully about 
the role. of federal officials and government agencies in the very 
schemes they are sworn to prevent. 

We simply must have your help now if we're to meet our goal. 

The Center’s overhead costs are covered principally by 
foundation grants, but we must obtain additional funds to pay 
the cost of this extraordinary investigation. In the next 60 
days alone, our investigation will need $50,000. 

Time is short if our investigation is to make a contribution 

in 1988. We simply don't have enough time to raise these funds by 

traditional means. I am hoping that 50 far-sighted and enlightened 
Americans will each contribute $1,000 to help us meet these imme- 
diate needs — and that you'll be one of them. 

Your tax-deductible gift of $1,000 will help underwrite the 
expenses of our investigative team and of our work to make their 
urgent findings known to Congress and the news media. 

Please, then, take time today to write out a check to the 
International Center. 

There is much more to be discovered — in Senator Kerry's 
hearings and in the months of trial ahead. You can make sure, 
with your $1,000 gift to the International Center, that our team 
is at work here in Washington to uncover the full truth — and 
bring it to the light of day. 


Sincerely, 

Robert E. White 
President 
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Dear Hr. Brennekat 

Tour failure W sfipaair on Monday of this M»«k ~ aa you told 
me you would -»is cause fot my putting: an and to our relation Alp* 

This is not the first t^as your non-iprfonaanea has eabarrasaad me 
or iticonTienonoed our staff and others* ^ ^ ^ 

The arrangement which we had was premtsod Upon yo»ar heat efforts 
to work with the Intemauimsl Center staff to doottaant timii aetirities 
gun-running, drug smuggling. Illegal "Ckmtra" aid, etc* ^ 
you cCLaiaed engaged in on behalf of the Vice-President's staff . 

and others in the i^;S< aovemmetit. To do this you would have to be 
present henrft in produce promised docUmanta, solicit 

the assistance of past associated and assist us in fact-finding* 

imsBtiy — during the period of aepoloyitent *— 
stayed da Portland, failed produce eyed your cnm ehrc^ of 
past eTents, and pled a variety of eanuses — including ill heal^, 
financial es&xoilaeDt, and legal risk. How, you again pos^one 
aptiyltiss for idtlch you led me to belsiye you would be ayailable' 
in Washiagtoa. to perfotnu fou ask ate to coneuXt with your la^^^ 
to work out a clearer arrangaent# 

Tou are not a moyis star mi .1 an not s ccmipany seeking to 
make a moTle which you can disrupt by sulking in your tent. Instead, 
you hare simply ended our relationship by non-perforsance. 

i agreed to pay you per month for six months* Tou asked 

"^ai on top of this I pay your living expenses and travel costs while 
here in Washington. We did not come to an agreentsnt on this. Instead, 
l;;hiM*e the costa of your stays here and tried to say cut travel down , 
we agree. Tcu pushed for more trips to Portland — and then 
bad many exxnuMs for not returning* I went So far as bo send IMMaBr 
Blake to Portland — twice — to help you gather do(n»seotS, :|li etc. 

How, you say I oust come to a new arrangment with you Iswfer* 

I do not and will not make any further arrangesHot with you. 

Ttm bays refused to perform, and X m throxigh ^ 1^0*^ 

0 our agreemEot. Tour expenses sa sub^ttad (on top of the hotel 
and other living coats which I have paid) are absurd, undoenaent«d> 
not agreed to, and wm't be paid. 1 have informed our trevel agent 
to refuee all requests from you, instructed cgr staff to colleot 
your papers and return them, and explained to then that as of July 
31 , 1988 you are not associated with us. 

I bad high hopes for our association, and explored with you '~v ^ ^ 
ways to stablise your f in a n cial sitiatiao and prof esslmal casreer, 
and looked f onnrd to helping you find a peiVaanent ruLa in the arenna 
of ipaMic polSdy rssearoh. I an sorry that these hopes vers nisplaoad. 



vpp tauly, 

„Ji(iawQr Mattison 
Director 
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6 September 1988 
Washington D.C. 

FOR: Lindsay Mattison 

FROM: Dick Brenneke 

1. Here is a proposal suggesting an approach which I believe 
or- 

will be^benefit the Center in information, direction and future 
funding. In it I have set out the next steps I believe necessary. I 
would like to discuss this proposal with you in detail after you have 
had time to read it and think about it. 

2. Z magazine, Peter Kadhammar, published a long story about me 
and the Bofors sales in their September 1988 edition. The original is 
attached. I also sent a copy to Mr. Timmerman, Bob Parry's associate 
on Newsweek* s European desk. 

Kadhammar has generated considerable interest with this story and 
I have had several calls from European journalists. 

3. Jonathan Edwards has runs his documentary on Swedish 
television this week. It has been previewed by a number of Journalists 
and he has several requests for it from television stations in other 
European countries and the United States. Even before it has run, it 
is causing a stir. He will send a tape for you later this week. 

4. Jonathan Edvards called today from London. He is recovering 
from a very serious accident but is now back at work. His company 
would like to bring me to Europe at their expense about September 15th 
to meet with numerous Swedish government officials. He is making the 
appointsients now. I explained that travel and meetings in Europe are 
subject to your approval. The Swedish government has asked that we 
keep any discussion of meetings confidential. I agreed to that. 

5. Jonathan has lined up several meetings for me designed to 
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assist them in tracking down information regarding Bofors' howitzer 
sales. This could involve a veritable hegira as they would like me to 
go to England, France, Germany. Sweden. Nigeria and the Middle East. I 
don’t know how they missed the Far East but I’m sure they’ll add it. 

6. As a result of the magazine and television coverage. Jonathan 
is arranging for me to meet with several European Journalists. Might 
be a good thing to put the Center's name out in Europe. 

7. I met with Jack Blum several times last week. I don’t know 
where he will go from here. He is waiting for documents from both the 
F.B.I. and the Central Intelligence Agency. He is convinced that the 
Agency has been lying to him and is trying to get past that. I intend 
to stay in touch with him. 

8. I told Jack Blum that Rich Muller had received a call from the 
Customs’ agent with whom I did some work several years ago. He would 
like to meet with me in Houston to discuss the ground rules for talking 
with Blum. I don't know what these will be as he refuses to discxxss 
the situation on the telephone. He wants to see me in person. I told 
Jack about this and explained I would need to talk to you before I went 
anywhere . 

9. Der Spiegel came out this morning with a long article in 
which I play a part. They are sending over a copy Tuesday. I will see 
that the original is put on your desk. They seem quite pleased with 
the results and plan to do a follow up. They would like to have me 
introduce them to two people in Europe and several people in the Middle 
East. They would also like to sit in on a meeting with Bani-Sadr and 
me in Paris. If I go to Sweden. I can do this at the same time. I 
told them I would get back to them later this week on their request. 
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10. Attached are two summaries. The one titled "Iran: Early 
Arms Sales" provides an analysis and summary of Barbara Honegger's 
information and adds information I have. It suggests several very 
fruitful areas of inquiry that should be followed up. 

The summary on Frank Camper probably contains nothing new. I 
discussed it with Jack Blum and he seems to be aware of what I have 
there. I think the F.B.I. item should be followed up, though, as it 
could yield interesting results. 

11. I sent a copy of the report Blake did to Stuart Diamond at 
the New York Times and talked to Diamond after he had read it. He was 
very impressed and mav follow up some of it himself. Unfortunately, he 
is going back to Harvard for law school soon. 

12. Bani-Sadr can be reached in Paris at his home telephone: 
39540147. 

13. I am leaving for Portland this Thursday and expect to return 
to D.C. the following Thursday. You did say that I could take one trip 
to Portland each month and I have been gone a little over three weeks 
now. 

Unless ve agree on something else, I plan to come directly back to 
Washington. I would like to see people in Seattle, Los Angeles and 
Texas as soon as possible, though. All can be of assistance, as the 
proposal explains. 

In Seattle I have a friend looking into the backgrounds of some of 
the people I have met in an attempt to locate two of them who live on 
the West Coast. In Los Angeles, Public Radio and Television - Ian 
Moss, would like to do another interview with me on Iran-contra. In 
Austin, the ABC affiliate would like to interview me for a news 



broadcast and talk show in their on-going investigation of Iran-contra 
and early 1980 arms sales. 

The people I want to see in Austin are going to break considerable 
hard evidence relating to early 1980 arms sales. The ones in Houston 
could go a long way toward helping Blum draw on additional information 
Customs has regarding my activities. 
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To 
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Larry Rupp 
Aircraft Logs 

From 

16 Jane 

'io/Type 

i?80 t.nrougn 

.Marcn 

1^80 


Aate 

- rom 

T'o 

Urcrar c 

A’o/Tvpe 

Time 

. ■; - j un— 

ez2w 

r 2 .2 U 

AA-MVC/::i 

- r - a s i ‘ J 

. 5-Jun— ?'J 

e 2 n u 

222V — 


‘even 

. i-Jui-'?0 

Tucson 

1 ocai 

^40 


Il-Jan-cO 



440 


iO-Oct— ‘: j0 

SuroanK 

local 



-:3-Dec-80 



\'1125J/111 


L3-Jan-81 

Burbank 

Vegas 



14-Jan-81 

Vesas 

dc 



21-Jan-81 

DC 

cyqx 


3plus30 

22-Jan-81 

cyqV 

Ifpb 1 

. L- • • - 

5plus35 

23-Jan-81 

V..'- 

Igat 

/.-• • 

3plus40 

23- Jan-81 

Igat-'-'" 

oery ^ • ; 


4plis25 

24- Jan-81 

oerv 

heca 

. . ^ 


28-Jan-6l 

heca 

oery 



30-Jjn-81 

oery 

oejd 

. - ■ ' 


;l-Jan-'5l 

oe id 

oerv 



j2-Feb-81 

riad 

edds ■ " ' 



32-Feb-81 

edds 

eghh 2 . 


1 plus45 

05-Feb-81 

eghw 

nyc 

no nos 

7plus5 

05-Feb-81 

NTC 

denver 

no nos 

3plusl5 

19-Feb-81 

Denver 

aspen 

CR-AAiM/ 11 1-400 


19-Feb-81 

Aspen 

Vegas 

CR-AAM/ 11 1-400 


20-Feb-81 

Vegas/ AspeDenver 

CR-AAM/ 11 1-400 


02-Mar-81 

Denver 

Dulles 

no nos 

3plus0 

04-Mar-81 

DCA 

eggw 

no nos 

6plusl5 

05-Mar-81 

eggw 

abudbi 

no nos 

6plus30 

08-Mar-81 

abudbi 

oejd 

no nos 


lO-Mar-81 

oejd 

oer^ 

HZ-MOI/1 11-200 

2only 

11 -Mar-81 

oeri 

heca 

no nos 


13-Mar-81 

heca 

Igkr 

HZ-MOI/1 11-200 
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Aircraft Logs From 16 June 1980 through March 1980 


Date 

From 

To Aircraft 

No /Type 

13-Mar-81 

Iggk 

Ifpb * i ^ 

16-Mar-31 

Ifbp 

heca 

17-Mar-81 

heca 

oerv 

26-Mar-81 

oery 

olbi 

26-Mar-81 

olbi 

edds - ' - '/ ' ' 

27-Mar-81 

edds 

eghh ' - ' 


further 

entries 


Time 

4plus50 

2plus25 

4plus45 


Page 2 RJB 10/23/88 



rch 1980 


Harry Rupp 
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Date 

From 

i 0 

Aircraft 

T ime 

Remarks 




N o / T y p e 



1 6- J un-80 

eggw^ 

eghu 

DA-MUC/111 

1 pluslO 


18-Jun-80 

eghu 

eggw 


Seven 


Ol-Jul-80 

Tucson 

local 

/440 



21-Jun-80 



/440 


chochise al - 29 Jl 

30-0ct-80 

Burbank 

local 



test flite 

23-Dec-60 



:;il25J/lll 



1 3- Jan-8 1 

Bur banK 

e g a s 



quailes/kurner 

- Jan-81 

Vegas 

d c 



j sal icrou p/ir onsic 

J 1 -Jan-8 1 

DC‘ 

c y q X 


3 p 1 us 3C 

J sa 1 icrou p 

32-Jan-ol 

c y q X 

1 f p b 


5 p 1 u s 3 5 


23- Jan-61 

1 f p d 

Igat 


3 p I u S4U 


23-Jan-^l 

1 :: a t 

) e r 


p i i 5 2 S 


_ - - J a n - 1 

G e r V 

.. ec a 




26-Jan-ci 

.1 e c a 

0 e r y 




jC‘-Jan-bl 

o e r y 

0 e j d 




r 1 -Jan-6 1 

oe jd 

o e r y 




G2-Feb-ol 

r iad 

ed d s 




02-Feb-8 1 

edd s 

eg hh 


1 p 1 us4 5 


05-Feb-Sl 

e g h w 

n y c 

no nos 

7 plusS 

laker 1300? 

05-Feb-8i 

VYC 

d en ver 

no nos 

3 p i US 1 5 


19 -Feb- 61 

Denver 

aspen 
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Harry Rupp 

ircraft Logs From 16 June 1980 through March 1980 
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ARLINGTON VA 22204 


THIS MAILORAM IS A CONFIRMATION COPY OF TH£.-£I3LL0WING MESSAGES 

7036853440. TDMT ARLINGTON VA 313 10- 16I1007A-^£ST 
?MS ROBERT STRAUSS CAMPAIGN DIRECTOR^ c4R£-,aifRT£R-M0NDALE: COWMIITDE 
RPT DLY MGM. DLR 
2000 L ST NORTHWEST 
WASHINGTON DC 


GOVERNOR REAGAN HAS AUTHORIZED ME TO SEND YOU THE FOLLOWING TELEGRAM 
"GOVERNOR REAGAN SHARES YOUR DESIRE THAT THE DECISION WHICH WILL FACE 
THE AMERICAN people ON jl-4 BE BASED ON A CLEAR UNDERSTANDING OF THE 
ISSUES AND THE DIFFERDICES or CANDIDATES ON THOSE ISSUES* IT IS FOR 
PRECISELY THESE REASONS GOVERNOR REAGAN HAS ENGAGED IN 6 PUBLIC 
DEBATES during THE COURSE OF THIS CAMPAIGN* AGAIN, IT IS FOR THESE 
REASONS GOVERNOR REAGAN WAS DISMAYED last SPRING WHEN PRESIDENT 
CARTER PROMISED to DEBATE TED KENNEDY, THEN BROKE THAT PROMISE. AGAIN 
_ LAST SUMMER MR CARTDR PROMISED TO DEBATE JOHN ANDERSON, THEN BROKE 
THAT PROMISE. IT IS EKACTLY FDR THESE REASONS GOVERNOR REAGAN 
REGRETTED MR CARTDR' S REFUSAt TO PARtlCIPATD IN THE DEBATE SPONSORED 
BY THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS ON 9-21. 

GOVERNOR REAGAN DOES INDEED BELIEVE CAN 0I0ATE5 FOR THE NATION'S 
HIGHEST OFFICE OWE THE VOTERS THE OPPORTUNITY TO COMPARE THEIR 
POSITIONS IN PUBLIC DEBATE. WHEN^ IN MR CARTER'S ABSENCE HE DEBATED 
CONGRESSMAN JOHN ANDERSON, THEIR SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES ON SEVERAL 
SUBJECTS clearly EMERGED. 

THE ULTIMATE IMPACT OF CONGRESSMAN ANDERSON'S CANDIDACY MAY BE OPEN 
TO QUESTION. GOVERNOR REAGAN BELIEVES THERE GAN BE NO QUESTION* 
however, as to MR ANDERSON'S RIGHT TO CONTINUE HIS OUBT. THE 
GOVERNOR believes THE CARTER CAMPAIGN'S CONTINUING EFFORTS TO SQUEEZE . 
OUT OF THE RACE A MAN WHO, ACCORDING TO THE POLLS, IS THE CANDIDaTD 
OF CHOICE BY MILLIONS OF AMERICANS ARE UNFAIR ANO UNDEMOCRATIC* IN 
SHORT, GOVERNOR REAGAN FINDS THEM AN ATTEMPT TO UNDERMINE VERY 
FABRIC OF THE aECTlVE PROCESS. a» ^ 
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tClje Metropolitan <Sluii 
of tlfs (Sitg of 

?- ®- 20006 


July 28, 1992 


Mr. E. Lawrence Barcella, Jr. 

Chief Counsel 

Task Force on Allegations Concerning 
Holding of American Hostages by Iran 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Barcella, 

This is in response to your letter of July 20, 1992, which was not received in our offices 
until July 28, 1992, requesting any records the Metropolitan Club might have relating to Mr. 
William Casey for the period November 4, 1979 to January 31, 1981. 

We have conducted a thorough search of our records at the Metropolitan Club and 
unfortunately have no records relating to Mr. Casey’s account for that period of time. 

In view of your time constraints, I will ask our General Manager, Mr. E. Guenter Skole, 
to convey this information to you by telephone today. 


Sincerely, 
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DEPARTMENT CF THE TREASURY 
vVASHINGTON 


December 3, 1992 


E. Lawrence Barcella, Jr. 

Chief Counsel 

October Surprise Task Force 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Richard Leon 
Chief Minority Counsel 
October Surprise Task Force 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Larry and Dick: 

Please find enclosed declarations for U.S. Secret Service agents 
who served on the protective details for then-vice-presidential 
candidate George Bush and for his wife, Barbara. As we agreed, 
we are providing declarations for the detail leader, two shift 
leaders and three special agents for the George Bush detail and 
the declarations of the detail leader and a special agent of the 
Barbara Bush detail. 

These declarations are provided in response to your request and 
on the condition that the names and number of the agents signing 
them will not be released, as you have agreed. Further, release 
is based on your representation that we will be able to review, 
prior to release, the portion of your Task Force report 
concerning the Secret Service declarations. If you have any 
questions or need additional information, please call me. 

Sincerely, 



Robert M. McNamara, Jr. 
Assistant General Counsel 
(Enforcement) 


Enclosures 
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DECLARATION OF CHARLES KORFF 


1. I am Special Agent Charles Korff of the United States Secret 
Service. 

2. On October 18-21, 1980, I was employed as a Shift Leader 
with the Secret Service, assigned to the detail designated to 
protect then Vice-Presidential candidate George Bush. 

3. At no time did I, nor to my knowledge did any other members 
of the protective detail, nor the protectee, then Vice- 
Presidential candidate George Bush, travel outside of the United 
States during the above time period. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is 
true and correct. 
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DECLARATION OF NEIL GBJt&RMAN- 

■--TfC7f;S 

1. I am Special Agent Neil Goodman of the united States 
Secret Service. 

2. On October 18-21, 1980, l was employed as a Special Agent 
with the Secret Service, assigned to the detail 
designated to protect Barbara Bush, the wife of then 
Vice-Presidential candidate George Bush. 

3. At no time did I, nor to my knowledge did any other 
members of the protective detail, nor the protectee, 
Barbara Bush, wife of then Vice-Presidential candidate 
George Bush, travel outside of the United States during 
the above time period. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true 
and correct. 
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SW»W< J SOUAL mm VOM 
SAM euOCNSOM. CoMfcncwT 
MCNWM M OVMAUV. CiUPQMWI 
MO«f WT G TOfUaCKU WIW JtaMV 
MOWANO C •iNMAM. Cau> 0— i> 
COWANO f - FliGMAN. OmW 
TCO WfISS. New VOM 

t LAWHtNCf tAffCtUA. J«. 

Cmw» Coumool 


Ont tinndrd ^ktond Congrtsi 

Congress of the United States 

TASK FORCE TO INVESTIGATE CERTAIN 
ALLEGATIONS CONCERNING THE HOLDING OF 
AMERICAN HOSTAGES BY IRAN IN 1980 
("OCTOBER SURPRISE TASK FORCE") 

i{mt of UcprcBentatioeB 
1 X)aBlungton, BC 20515 


JIM LEACH. IOWA 
OLVM^ J SNOWt. Maim 
OOUG tlNIUTtR NtMUMA 
PORTIN J cost. FvOMOA 

RiCHARO J LION 
Cmii* MlMOOfW COUNMl 


July 21 , 1992 


Mr. Theodore B. Olson, Esq. 
Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher 
1050 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 
Suite 900 

Washington, D.C. 20036 


Dear Ted: 

Following up on the telephone conversation that Dick Leon 
and I had with you on July 20, 1992, enclosed please find a copy 

of the transcript from Frontline dated April 7, 1992. You will 
notice on pages 2 and 12 a statement made by President Reagan to 
a reporter regarding the hostages and efforts he may have 
undertaken to obtain their release. As we discussed on the 
telephone, whil^ the Task Force fully and completely reserves its 
options with respect to a thorough interview of former President 
Reagan, we would appreciate an expedited inquiry into the meaning 
of the segments contained in the Frontline interview. 

Specifically, the Task Force would request answers to the 
following questions: 

(1) What was former President Reagan referring to during 
the interview when he said he "did some things actually 
the other way..." and "every effort on my part was 
directed towards bringing them home." ? What 
specifically did he do and what efforts were made by 
him or any other campaign officials to affect the 
release of the hostages? 

(2) Was former President Reagan aware of any contacts with 

any representatives of the Iranian government by anyone 
connected directly or indirectly with the Republican 
campaign or the Republican party from November 4, 1979 
through January 21, 1981 with respect to affecting the 

status of the hostages? 

(3) What was former President Reagan referring to when he 
indicated that some of the details were still 
"classified"? Is he aware of any documents or records 
of any sort, whether classified or not, regarding the 
matters under review by the Task Force? Does he recall 
any briefings he was given on this subject prior to his 
inauguration? 
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Theodore B. Olsen, Esq. 
Page 2 


While we recognize that there are a variety of demands both 
on your and former President Reagan's time, I trust that you 
appreciate the very severe time constraints under which the Task 
Force is operating. Consequently, I would appreciate your 
presenting these questions to former President Reagan as 
expeditiously as possible so that a reply can be made in the same 
manner . 

Again, let me emphasize that this procedure is not to be 
considered a waiver of my pending request and need to interview 
former President Reagan at a time and place of his convenience in 
a more thorough manner. I would appreciate hearing from you as 
soon as possible. 

With Warm Regards, 


Chief Counsel 


cc: Richard J. Leon, Esq. 


Enel . 



App. 0746 


714 






sifeitir# 










#1^' 


A-aV- 




.'iA'^- 


WGBH-TV 

lift Avm«u«, Bo0i«n. MAr 02fSik 
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'HOKnJW* Show »H>W 
0«Mt April 7, l>9S 

InvMiigfitlaf ihtk Octob«r 

iNNOt^CCa t.rt f ROfm;»Ktr ZM itftO RjMWhf- 

omim to tk* hwd*ipv? . . 

Ifl CONORf»BW,%i< AiB®Kc*fir 04*1 roiW ‘r^ 

h#Y4i rKUtoUi) j r 

%md CONGRMSM/Wi Thit 9\Jx\ iHul (t rr.y 

nmWukiofv ^ . , r 

artk CONCRfSaMW Tirt# u «>.vf> «* VTort ooww ri«Hh *« j 

RmmIiI iU 4 f*r •mS kh* llW *l»a»«M< <w4 li>»l> why Ihn'M 

kNHOUNCKR: In y^bfithTf. »* »f» 

fHciti inY»«Hf*oi>f» Tkjir. si»«t 

V)Rif^. fSOKTLtHE Mvi 

V4CEJR: L4dM» *ivi g^n-nUswii^, lA* Pr»f jdfsn! V !h<r 

•o^d th^ ^ AiniTK^AAf 

IaSUIATOU April rR0f^Tt4K? ««Jiinliv«J ^UrffMtUnr t vh*t lf»v iJOt< 
Uciiik>n Vy^tt»4 <•»* « Ji»ty iin«V a rorapajKfr i>f 

«ir Wt*««3 w Iran Th#tprofy®m u Mir, p»ti, 

m^rtf 4oAr>r*tA by m i*-id«ly istf.i: , 

GAliy 8ICIL I hr rpw e jM y<rS9. 

4A21RATOJc S*<Jk A fcrm^r N*nuv^l S^iriiy »hb '•\r^ 

.crk^cl f»r J^»d»T4U Crafty ?cni wrod Jiyrirv.‘ CiirW. Xh-i 
tvi^raM Swlb '•ttmIva t Wnjlht cf^-W AitifJU in <>*♦ .Vfti. n'ru*^. 
u tU%c iuiki* Sick «*pftrrwd nr* of jmc:M ^ in JiJ/.O »*• 

p««di7il Wir*#n IfjuitMo •nd ^TMr.tsirr vVv? 

•-*® C40€y. ., 

In (U rtpbrt. r^Of'^tiMIE: 

»♦ found iK* iiv»d*f*<5* i«« ?N^o t 5 crA<lariv#, f a# odwT»/*‘V 

•«jgAn yikllijig fr.r » ?'JI Vv^tilo )i(iwSJH j'tpcrrt^f. 

Iniib it hii hud c^»*i --vUh 

BJfcPOR ; /d/a 1 1 ! nnv* *u f iio% f 

1 <ir^' 

V/» *'•0. 

lAllAATOa On C^-Ktol itWW^^AtMnvn^fi.jU* 

»Crn W¥# tw^KM. S^^b^rf^W£hi > p!Vitvv5*v .v:.iiti? 

urg«f /•^U***? W 

tOIStMS^ xty nM*ci*o»i ti> ihiA »»« 

j»H U»va«itgUcUn «f>:d i f# ♦ ni|>x«t» 

tysf% ltcy*^mUi l^irgikit hripod fu*t iiT^viyt^g hin 

Had M^KibUnfvtd viVh i<*h. 

Row.vj;? ^ mu i sHa k^tv^v* 

iho 0 <>«f wy. to Afitl b* of holp frv than^ v.u^hpfji»« 

-«-.t IVSk <'kry rtsn f ?r(? >ho>rtrr of.^ . 

■r AJtFAfO!^'. A fw d,jV5f*. nT^r.r \h*^i rsw^^ t<p^C 

4ighttin4 ropottid in fnor« dbUil the cletme of J#ihT^h»d mn 

ranien enne deAkr, HiwKtmi claimed to Kave participated ift Mednd me^< 
nf» between William Caaey aird a cloaa aeeociite of AifatoHeH KhOfwctoi 
Beaotor AUBERT CORE (D-TN) 2^. |^f| 

ahould rwrver be made, Air President, erhelbar rrrti^;:^ h^iMn^ tir . 
hoatafee for electiohe. 


NARRATOR: Caile for an ofT^ciitl probe mtaiUKiliiit In Waahingten, 

R«p. TIfOMAJ a. FOtEV tO^WAh fipaiiJier: /Ae/ofi 3, /W//The 

iiwMwi, 3-r»t .\k^ 

>aecfc.5Jrt*,t 44txh ^yH% haf ue’ia 

end,^r»«H aniiftnr 

^ARHnT^.iJi Th^ ik^kUOri 'f>rlAt^ 'iDurfe^' irifo 
#hr. »^:»Ui>eaj .A-i n.4ci- J^t^devn 

H^adar. ^ hta lainpaifn fdae. Bt6(!Miir wodv ie?vZijMV Lr»»?}»? 

vh#» i»a<^atione On ?»i>tamtm nch lA# Vj^faet aetahliehad *Mp\ 
hK />fv# i J rd^ailei^ rF.i ** 

»„;,4 hiov«rv,jj^/ fvtift *«ai^a? pwt*- 

if5»v*<l cvvFr awtviea ’4**r>oi>r»,7lnr^ !h« aliened daeJ *r ’i\^Wi99m% iU^ 

rMtJda. 

A .leta>* tiAi’V' Sic4 tiiuhii(K4dl hi% Vh?^. Hc 14 A>UirrJ»f 

Vnon'iierfjte of a k<»») rnr ;v»«nred %c po«? 

‘f aiJ*T7C'a?J<>o n to lra/» at '>,% payoff. Ro? r*a*«iV4^ 

.•-♦me vndto aita<*lc. 

iCMKHKwv, '^4^^ Ae an 

igaiKyr I h**?.* miu fhit tc fif^i *iUt 'nhofhaT ^eritin 

tH»7i<rir Kap^ros^l ecv^* 

WAfl/tA'Ii'OK: NVv;. r.j<w>r.w .Epsawu fwodr Hie Kmwfit 

AK'V, 

/'VVvei'^^T^ /.2. 'Apc♦t,d&^ eay Gary ^ick ♦fHiv>*t&A^ 

f’V iK^ft r»A hht> *Yi-<i»<j (y? »r<d 

Mr. i IVriyAi'ifyAe''; Sar ha?- tilfcad ■&> :>iir n*' l?n» 

t-'i lHv« /.Y«CTrrb<M aJ I* 4A j» Caw^ss, ’A-aH 

i>Vi. 'frn,vrf.- 

Ik*/. H* *^411 j.h« *vf e- oirfy|5k«.jp^. Wher*; hi* ov^^r«:^,£ 

thoae fMrloda of time? 

tat CONGRESSMAN; /C^pen/ A abnormal payeholcgy. I 

think, would have a field day ndtb Urid exeuraion into politkel 
^enoia. 

NARl^ATf^R tftik VdW^ fk^Kate, the ^oua* of 

F«b5uvin Xyi ic^r U^n^t ejav:TlV)«i inveatiiaticm. 
Ami COUORLhi^fif . t^-.^pickij Vou it?ow.©i\Hf I biow that ioumel- 
«f 1 ^. r.tJboiKti te fW » C^«| 3 r*jiea<niitJ ation. 

h^ARXATO,fv )<•!. vrat. ee :*>*• ^ah-fTaJ hU*^n hot and bold In 

^rv^\\rCi^i!:iri, :ijnb**uo^ itA invwtyj^t.vs^. Jii tomipht^ 

hrAPM^4M •tnt wij^ w.ocftti <f>} f Usar isity ifMceipiMf Congreee it now 
.oonfhmtinf, .' . ' 

Where yf*d eampaiin maHaeer WlUiaca CUumf m daye of alleged aecrac 
meelthge? What more can be leanied about the euppoand Iranian emiaeary? 
Wref ran newly t#li*a««d FB! f*lee tell ua about the man who atlegediy 
brol^rad the deal? Wh> e/e eome !>f the euppoaad witneaaea lying? And 
rinalty. rah the avawable evKl^ce be replafned aowe other way? 

Whe^^ 

WILUAM CASEY: 1 feel very atrongly that thie r^nlry it in trouble, 
^et itneeda to be Sumed around, end 1 have felt f^r Over a year Uiet 
Governor Seagae ia the only man in America who"i aver turned a gov- 
♦rtimani around. 

NARIIATOR: The conirovewy naturally oentenion Caaey. He wax an txpe 
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mnoMji nGpy, ptw:«. Hi^ would few R«^ftjrk’ft «V«t c>»oi*-» io hy«d 

th* CfA itn^ WM ihtk 4Lrriou»c» of iK* li’05>‘OOH<r« 4p«roti»o. But piiMwiPUity 
Midf^ wh«i proof i» ih«nt> ihfcf 4ctu*iit5p <!wt « f ROOTLINE 

•oufbt iliKxiBum^Aaan of Ouwy’* tho luontho of Ju)y. 

Auguol, S«ptomb«r w»d OrtofcoT of ltt3M> wraox -to& SUJpb Blodboo. <iir#ct 0 r 

of RMicon Llbnu 7 In 

RUJPH Bt££lBOe: Tho ov«r«ll toKmmAtm U th« pn«td#iK;y 

.NABJU.TCUi;. Blodm w/ur IM B4^4i^ mIcmI to oMurrh th« 

fUiUEM>^tiifth «Mnpoi^ (ilo*, FROK^TWHE Robort Parry ulk-od lo 

Kim obout wKai Kui AAAi|> tnvootiiti'^'Mt tip 
Mir, BL£ZIBQ£; TK« ooUncuon torvuou of oWl a million and a half rmirdr 
or m. Wo proKoKl/ lookod otv ob. 100,000 Iw XflOiOOQ dT lKom rmcorA» pwr • 
hapo mgr% . 

RO0KKT PARRT» twawnrlowor' Did you And aoy rwcorda poruminff to 
Mr. Cnius^a vK(»ir««lioiuu» Kt* uard, JiirpUna tkkaU* ftoUl raootpu, any- 
iKlnj^ of that aort*^ 

Mr, BUCDBOE No. U’a hard ta tail wKara ha war pn cacvun day*. 

Wa did not And. aa 1 twcall . any kind of maUriala iKat datorl — 4Kat warr 
dacnd duyin# 0^*a panod of uxn* wt warw^ w« war* iwtddn| for ^ai wisiiid 
plaew ^ 11 ) in any o«a partkvUar place 'TT^al'a wh> I'm Myinf tKa aairch 
didii!t rt aiiy tnucli aKout Kia ty«***U 

HARRATOli Sv of tha on* ansi a half nuUusA dotnimanM t*tila»*d ut iKa 
19U> Raa^MA (tarnpalfn, BUadaoo found <»> rwnorda doiiUilnc iha whararhnuiM 
of tawvpAVirvdintctar Caaay 

Mr- piRRIf Bui. juai « *omnMury-— ihara fjo loapoviiM racxHtii* fftr Mr . 
Ca aa y t ■ . 

Mr. Bt£D80& Wa fotijjd 

Mr, PARRY; Than ware nn iniyal racaida for Mr. 

Mr. BIXDBOC. Wa found no iravai raoorda^ no. 

Mr. Parry Thamu aa CM ,tiiajM^4iur fsstir Mr. ’■Camafy'? . 

Mr. JIlulQDBOR W* f»uiitd m. t»i,m>4sur int KsVn 

Mr, PXfIKY ^^J^A mtarpt lor % A«uodfal of daUa. you r^nrifH aauKlVaK hu» 
whataabouia vyot (Itat aavarai o^tK par>ad CrOm Iha P6itv*,nt<crv 

to bha focMcral alarivin? 

Mr. BIJLDBOB: ’Ahal'*47)rT«cL. 

NARRATOR: TKough h(ada«# cam* up a<bpty>KairdNKi, PUCNTTUINE’* 
vowci^tora K*d Kactar /aaulta From intarv\a*r« with dw»ina of 
ataffarA »»pas 4 pn faporu^r* and Cawi^''* (•fraonai frianda, «a m ?fvot 
ra%"Ww*inf umtorhtAHwnaouY /apnria PBONTi-lNE Kaa haarv *l>l» \n 
dbCuinaistCaarv'* vj^haraabcuu for ab^t tvw cliiad* of th* day> Kt»twran ihr 
BaputslKTan «tsn*t(viHUt tn ,luiy and iha aJaetiun .sh a*jrl,v Novahiy#rr. Vr» . 

canurturt on ihraa Jiau if daijca, givnt *a i>ia Uoina of Uia aacftt 

maatm| 3 *. Tha Arti «faa in laur July m Madnd. 

Iraniaik arma d«ai«! Jamkhui HaaKond ^ma that Ko Kuk brx>Lh*i 
Cyma Wlpadf anr'Aniep^ tii« ar«n* far n 4 i:otiatm>. Allwr^diy <!*• 

:wn principals w*ta Wuh*«» Cawry and liatuacs cl«nc Mohd; Klarrvbk TJm» 
maaunf*. aa>^ Jamahid. vpannrd iwo day* !n fan., >w»Ma do 
tucprrtvnp thtt Haah*r?ua woro ir» Madrid in (Ua JaW Bui abnai 

vaaayl la iKar* * two-day |j*p in hi* acbaduW in (mti* !Niti( 0 uf^h •■od 

Jva.iynr A»7>aMic iay no Hfjrr m what FRONTLINEA invaaM/auf^n found 
On Thuraday, July 24lh. C*M\' wta m Vfaahin^tpp. aaa 
praphad on that day €ccr^*U<fQ a oampcifn chock k\ ih* TSdrral EWimecs 

REPORTER Raagtn watp'i Uiora l« j|«t it, Kdi Km tampatin cKW, 
William Caaay, tapraaoiiiiad him whan iKa Fada^ CSlaction^^p^ 
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»» »^*«‘ W Rl.«W®M«.n * <iri>, for 

'*>• 2’‘l' ««» WwMtay th. JSt^y H,t* NtV!€»..f,k 
jwd t* JVw ftfpubiit ciM wf,»t tit^ arnaidw eohdu.tye owof thit 
could oot lk*v* bMii in Madrid iMMutTh* *m 
bu*i «unid..j)§ «.-, »c«Jemic eonl«r»i*» in London, jtawditiff to « HrttUh 
a^'fonrunant aourca, Caaar paid for a r^mm at tha apofafanjat luiYh jq tiv/ 4 « ' 

thmn ««* th.t wo did not inrst* inor. poopt. to .ttorid 

f '’*'**" «WI«»« 1ft n»*. To oeKiovo thoM sb- 

r^‘. .» !>”“ 'T" 'r *• «V ««toniod.uon pun. ThU 

w Iho aUa^nca* tud moaia plan, ^low, m my chart i mur 2 have merkrd 

diwn^'In m-iw';'’'’' f^nfmaer Funk, who wt* 

c^iau^en 01 th«f Am>mcan jdriaH'aKoT, l4l*|fKA»iBEi hm ioaav that Mr Ca*av 
WAu d not b# oofAln|( 4ift 77ih Pt TBtU JyiSy afUr all but that w* could *nMr^ 

V •»» X to mark an amuripaud atM^nce 

a ^ThFck - flr. w* fhoilrdiAh *av, a Mck'' -- m ahow that * narncinanr 

of tha confara^, Chad 

w^tr ponciitrd Xa tjy* Jjsoaaa for Caaay. But at acme onint 

“y»''«”">'K>»TUNE(S iM.rn.j3 £m. 

ahiiwtf up UAiorpaeiwlly 
eppwwvd ow th* wmitslnp of 2$th4isry; i 
hacawa* my Uat iftfomnaiion waa that ha 

NARRATOR 25 pmiiripjifju tnUmrtewad hr FROOTUKt tfuaa 

S-rjT W&r 

«oe«Ts:£ri.S'l-Lr.33'33r^ 

ncterCm tTST * 

wi' w *" “ 

Wor •• UlO rmp«,.J 

famotir nhotomeph wn* f Ak*n of a yK whan that 

*Cam# at 4:00 PM * If indeed al^ *'** wWn 
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Btti i^hj.( Ch«a**4 » k«v tviJ 

^WT^B^xW ««* wnlVT" ‘»‘* ^T S«vurd*y mc^ HajwapI rt*p)ui«><i W> 

* f ”r 

S<0|i<iE> •JtAmcwfi. {k«^ AIMS b««n aUmM 

lU V»W tU>* «<» ,^%.jf »V 

SliSWMtMfJ-i*;*. «,a s.^ w C-~.J. - »” 

wit of ■ myM*i? m«n. You W«o«. «• *••* ntn,, ^ *J>“*. • 

NM^ATOit a»a««l JixiMi.n »1 C*r<i(}t ■*** %>' xfd« t.l 1v»»a*>' 

suisiS2?r.rr.:2:s:.?^^^^ 

lofttM tnm • c£mii*i«n: •«tfMOVA^ wM 

X MtM I 5tk ^^l;r4 ■■ -: 

|^WAfil> M- hSSHtsyi ’^f^' ^ 

AMt#l4 ftftli jnyi Aha »p- f\jfht. ti* JOX(iAJi*« ■ 

NAJ»Sl^a^t.«,; e./» A«*jrt Uik. C«^ UR « *f Ai*t 

•"""lUIlBAIlA WALTERS, ABC Kw«: Wh*t iJirf Go»«rnp» 

CovMnor Re»*»R ^ww 

NAmSm?!^ nf inviJrtig»UOT *tMl ,*^* 

r#«wi// w^lh «» Witt w UfcWf »■ 

h«Id4x««VH> S^x. «xiW *«5- •tiAX ^SV 

fw t<fcrty «. jtiii vfw um»^K«iT«r-^» S»y 

fot M-<^w‘ f RO^frLiMf «>*>1 •!o^'^ 

* *» trut >''?■ lA* rwi o( Aujunl knJ wity Sppttint*'’- ^ 

MC-PiwRA- 0>i» -Wi S^Hwn'w’ ’i'* -«"*P»^U \.«.«4.^a*rt*r« tx.j.ir r^ 

AU^I i».« v«.u.tii b» *.«..«» «n T-ROOTUKE Akt^-..*'-'. A 
UyA *iJ th*)‘ »ttM» €•««»■> '•itfi viaju'i* on ">*i‘y o? lh» Tetnsinifu 

Uw c«.mo* 'CTi 

*=> 


Pi^«um«bljr lh4 ^•’Ip of m thir4 

••t m««ttn0t ift P lUr* 4i|McuUii€<i owiluri flfi SurMUy^ PcV>h*r lluh. 
On Situnln/, Oci<?b«»ir t«t»i ' iii^ in thm^ ot tmmpM^ hn»dqa«ruri »h<j» 
Ctm*y*» brti>Ujr *nd 6^ stopping by st lui^tims- Thon «t 11^30 

iKjfcf ns 4 'ht , C'iu^.v signod in for % lO-mmnto visit lo th« opsrs- 

tj->^v4 tifiiXOi racp^s^jfn nsvc* Sf>d tfowSopmstlts ili If 01% wersf 

»;»o»»\i«riKi4jrxjt2tui ijj* rltick, • 

^ Wstsft f.^My 32 KoumUlnr , on Mondny mcinimg, Cc* 
1*:^ C{ncfoT»oi’ l^nsld f^ignn. Kd hsd fipfvn iiii^. thsl 
f mm D C W« wwg.ttfiibU fo focnio Cn#«y on ^ndsy, 

U*s n«ntli«r aid i’u'i opf w?denp» tKat hs hod trovniifii fo Paris wot iho 

WlMiuKld. ' 

• ■•Sff fcw4f rma^do iwf Csipw tp«^ snystoiy, Bul - 

Wrf. 4 fi<tu4* oc»initt.U»*a 

XWr^-Mi^tx • 5 IWK) wf Ciwwy UOo Ow if*''- 

>L«» k/T>t ysc^rOd *f h*‘> ^»n3u^l•d* V ^ pArWiU login a44Jv 
* «!«!: c*iJiir4ar ^t*A 6 wsotau-wil Wg. WHm iwlioa 

*>>> 'tt*.ri»3f*4jl </.g V*viid bo jciiivi. Ho '’1*4 ihimgM >i: 

i»x (D« * naue aj)»? lixol o^jbcKtfaicdi^ t/-vS4tig*tt)r4i had 

f6>in*? ;it, hfc Ofli-i "Sx osi^uW Search for It* UhMi ro^irds «« stai 

Vi ix** in tho tSi^paigB a«i! LXsoy# widcw 

aoys sH* boon't WTi tH»rn. \ 

The Iranian Emle— ry? 

in to4<iyiii Toborpii f Mjjyy s^iU^on* faxman on tha O’gU# tf Ut* forwir UfS. 
ecnHlLMiy. The etobseoy i* -**v f\orT*»» io e t/siiiing ejmei^ tar irteiSo ftevoIw- 
tfonwy'Ouink fed ixKmg: c%\rurtd oocmt Ammv */' doeu- 

menU/nitmgh Ayetolln^i 6i*d two vnem egt; and this tw*/^ yOVom- 

ment he# d^wn |w rKrtyriit Iran remain? 4 Yininiry 

deeply di#ini«ifol of tU Sutea Wehdi iUmibj, nmv ^ th# 

If aaian perliefoent, *e >*^vW iif iho moot cucop<!:a^Oa's ?rsl*ei Tif *tf:!? pw«t 
S#l«n^ Allafodly pn/tcip.vX Ireisieo emi#a.%ry who 

na^otiwtod with WUUerr: in M adrid and In Peri*. 

MEHDt KAIlilUPl- 'I »-*«» n.nr, imn.aved, w>d ) dor't krjow. ervy- 

ihmg shout it 

NAIUUTOa TKk rgOHTLIKS inteiwrw mm Xemibi'e Onl on-oemore 
reaponit# Ui ihd Weet ihoiit demihid He#liemr< ell^ 

Mt:KARRVBl: /4*ihUtUon^^ Ue. Th# tmueing pert ia that I have 

never hwn to Fferifce Of 'Spam; 

NARItATOa FROKIllHE tould iiot «atebliili the truth of Kajrubr# aa- 
eertion thet h* had n<nir#t hMh &o Franea or Spain. 

jSAlll IUrI/UEaKHOII^^ J think Mr. Kairubl did have tripa to out- 

mdo troti in ihmrn doito b\% mot\y veicmmotm^ 

N ARHATFOR ^a‘»d R^iaie Khoreeani ia aneOier aenior member of th# 
t r amen per) iement. He w»a ih# ielaitiie Hepublic*a ambaaaador to the 
United Haiione duriog the howuf# criaie. In iS>80 h# reprseented Iren b<^ 
fooe meh^ inierDeiionid audiencir#. 

Mr. RAJAiE^ICttORAfiUWI; A mk^ particularly an Iranian 
d|em«n,v who ie # reepe^able tlergy^t*** in th# Icanian •ocicty,^ who goe# 
j*nd talka i© «^en<fan, i«t> «ay, repr«#efiUtiv«* in Spain i# not reepacud 
very highly. And if liomaone like Mr. Karrubi haa had any centact of thii na' 
ttt;fe» U ia moat ffweaorieble to ••aumc the he prefart to kiwp ih# newt of that 
conUin iieeret and urdMoeed 

Mr. ICAfU^IJIlt- Ya^^h/if/W Have no knewMg# of such a thing. 1 V#h#» 
mentJy deny it. and l am reruin it uin*l Inie* User# la abaoiuUly no prcwf in 
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IhiiL mamA ^ fubricauid raMBbar '^lucii ippiArt U) b# ilok*4 to 

Awrii-ifft 4omo«tk: Maiik» Wh«i ^ 

vhociMr Cmw or fUog«i) tn pw«^ fkriUjf, J l>or» «> lofiivwi^t^ of U, 

avui iMMufMUy. i lioviy ^a<:rthmf , ^ . .l 

Mr.SjA&'KHOJMjaAKl 

dM to comt to ih# Aei«ri4?*tt f-wplo una toJU simw joji ^ Mf drtrt, 
AaA, dWiiiitoiy Mr. CMf not. oA/ ws^iKiHC wt Mr. CA*«y ivot 

g«tof toJM(> Anjrt&kiAjtooMi. 

Th*BrokMrT 

NARRATOR U CiO«y cAWifci hm p^iHsmd iitMut MiA Komilii aont^ ^«ryr 
iKlnU. whiil About Iho man vbb tilofoaiy ^*^*^*”*1. 

Ho*Kml ■ Now Yorb'boood biAnkiir me4 *rflw Tbonf » 

wM to MAdrid to toio July WKot obN* d*! 

FBI iMUUod >vii» Alto witouoio m HMiKomio How Yortc offtoMt Tho rai 
•««nMct 4 Ml thot Crruo ««wi w> 5inporl«rn fuioMor (tr Oto 
andll^ •uopoctod ho woo oninc •» • jvo rowwitotr f« hoAion 84 rOAU tn tho 
Unitod Bioioo toii or«»w, 'Ylofnio Hadhum amm f;fco /imwwnjtt 
lVoo#/k wAtoA mAmoo fi-am frd/* oMfo /oonotod to /r»u«ii dMo/x/^wfo ^ /Ao 

StaftiM TKo wffoUfw aid ootolm iitot CVru# woo oarUomoly 
nuentuJ witH oonkf to*oU of tho Jronion fovorruaohl. Jfidood Im Cortor 
WhiU Hcao* Uh>u«Hi eftough ni Cynio** tonuoaco to uoo him tor ^ 
modUn ollh Iron Uircaghout i>io ^uoaogo cnoio Bui woo cyvtxo o douNW 
olonl. 04 hi* btoihoT Jomohto ootorit? Dt« Uio FBI wirotoprt.uro u^ony ovi- 
denflo thoi Cyruo woo hodKhoriuottog toFcrmoiton to too RopuWtcOJdO-'’ 

moot l»totrtoakiy, w CoM>? . 

U woo impoioouhto fee uo U> d^torwtoA Fho FBI »umm4t*fAo w tho 
wimuyo oro hoovily coitoorod Only iMt towwititotor wito *ccuoo to up- 
eofioorid wiroUp *uaiin«rttMi aha downstiftb t/ to* ouitoiIUiko p»co*d 
oflv irytotnoo of Imju bawtfcn t*ito7 ond Hiutoeml, X>'gt ihowk io of 

mdtrort ItoiLO Ciwwy Afto ^Uobw; hod ^ 

^mmn^ AECcrdU^i w- iho >tootopo, CfTUt Woo fftrtll 

dolUr WouiM dooltf with n^hwioCAiwy mo<!d, JoKp 

koowA CoAoy for 36 yuoc* Tl»ry r»n*t •!» opt^o to too 0.;8 “ « vi*^o,rcww 

S^mA CASEY^ WHiUtw Cowry'* Wulw oad Btl> Ciuort 

•Ofy guod friwwlc Bdl him in U}f^ Socoad Wiwld oftU 

Kovo diwwo u^^ot tt»a Ulk or-^i to* ^*r oivf w*.ti9> Uf iiit'A toot'* 

how Bill know^'ohn SlWtotwa w 

HARHATOR A^^nto^i't toiitoodw vM Kuy F^ftitora^ 

Mrm. CASEY: I Mr *KnT 50 rk— •yyfy y.40f too ShoJtow 

hod • Chriouniwr «»wlr wij! > -»^t to %:hcat Avo ^ toom oftd 1 ol^oyo^-^w 
Furtfiork. Ho woo k vifry fftofvT o*™a 4 v4ry gwad wapleiyho f/ Joho 

Shohoen * 

NAXRATOH: Ttio wvrikup* thaw iK*t m IWpCAtubor. o Shto*ou> «»«► 
pony, M»4 Oc^rAJrt. dofso^aod r.f S miUion toitt o hook QyfV# t^Krm» owW 
And to OctoUtfr lOftO, CV^* >Uohdmi •tfrorod mHUvn io h».d Shoho^o 
out of o foUtof ^ f cOniMy iHoi Shoy»oow hh*S btolt.to Hrwtoundtoiwj 

At to# homo iiiu#v eWy woo u> <Jmw oaptort wto Shoh#m At»5ord%ot t# 
A Slhob^* oootouaitr to* tom trtOA toltod hy it )#♦#* *inc# h #»wto A<r 

tog to# IW okf»ptog?r» Co4#> hwd #.#« dooo togid wwk fw ^iwwow •*# to# 
<>ir toftoof# Wdro h* botomk c«#>p<i|iim mtenogtov ^thoto J» m 

ih# eofiPQfod wicfijipo^ howovOT, toot Coooy »•# Bi dirvl wiioc* woor 
Cyru* Hoohoitti B<i; CyfuoV ntotr Tirwtoot Jitotokui toi4 F'ffOKTtiHE tow* 
Snohovn"* MoUflont. Yvnoor*** toty»*d»i|?«d too HodhnidasW m Mortow 




19BU. Furxoork donioo FurtOMrh wouM ocitnowtodg# (oby Ovot )}« mol 
Cymo Hotoomi in ood hitd bufucoiii dooiiBg* wUh him duitog 19^. 
Shohoor^^to? to tgftft. 

Tho tstfiuiQf ad FKf tum^T^orKO tood ao fvrthm lights hat too oummoniw 
do to<^ tK«V jCyr^ wm douhtod—ltnf too Ctrtor odmintotrotton 

to itvAhor way. fioj^astog to Otiohor of }B80 Hotoomi. whoto Mpphiodly 
Mpmg cii# Rduoo Oft to# hwUf# WuA btgoft ptottipf Qhigof oUi* 
i»cy totpoomto V* By DioownUr too FBI ro^m*tod toot too ihrunt of 
Hotoom»'« Of^ritJtoo h^ ftum too hmittgu ond %ziy hcotofo 

nogoiiAtkmt ia letoot «mc<uaU ta tho impropor tad IQogo) thipowni of mdi- 
tory ouppoft o^uipmimfM Jrtn * 

OiVr documonfo toaw toot Kothomi tmagod olma/t tptro porto, rtflt 
oDd oioetovroji wiruii ofiijoamnU. Atxordtog' (o too Uot FB! wiroupt, ho Wto 
oveti ooputtog dvr Amork«ii mtrkoi for tir^moto BEuanitot. Amtd with too 
wtroup iwidimro, too FBI would puth for aad BanJOy t*t la indklmtixt of 
CyriM and 4*m4h^ HooKomi nttrly four jroont tolar. 

doott# ro^artofo Ktvo citod too tocUotowMit m room to outoitoa Jtm* 
totd’ft Cwuoi^ dUnorto# ooeownf. WIta toi^y ooIk* wituidoY tot KoohomUi 
how* uflodf too^r Wjcrit k]>owtodgo oT t ituwUgo doot U word off toy pmteru* 
Ahtnf Bat iit# F92 dorumtaio do thew t ipotiam of ftyorititm uwtrdt the 
Hotoomtt la FobruOfy. fW. two wooisa tftor to* toougurttion, tot 
ruAsp, woo pvilad Cyruk t H«w York oCDco, ovon toojigh h« wit ttill 

n^tidonti on oganf of 4 fortign pow«r Ayoor Utar^ whan tot FBI puthtd 
tar ko tftotctan4nt. too Htogiux JuiUco D#po/liiM«ii put ii off. arguing toot 
wort loo 

Fo<vii/i w^to ohjKtloro. to* oroiotrtfTkking tUtgtUoni 

imgtrtd for oTi^hrr iw^yooni bofhrt to* FBI finally fol Ua with for • gro^ 
iMfY- E>oo toto lh« Itaoftoa duttkw 2>«rtof*owciii gov* tot Ktth«mi4 tpocUl 
UttMOtni. Jutt httfW# ^h<t mdictm«nt4 Misdd h* hondtd up in mld-1984. on 
ttifcui4itoi tuoma»' g<rfu^#t inaittwd <m Uppukg oft too Hwomit Th* FBI 
wtkhod «* Cyruf .cohrtM * rtlum flight from LomUw i* N*w York, wK«rt 
ht w»)vld Kt^ h*OA trtiioiad. Cymt wpuld ufuBoialy Mcopr aitmI tmirtiyv 
ic >?w 9 »roibt m « tting oporatiao ogtiiuit Itrtidi and Amtriean 
dkHiitrt rwthor toon ftk# triat 

; !n f)^8 4it midti vf toot etta. h* dJod. too fituoo <d d#*to lUttd at 
aruu bKatwoiM. to *ar»y 1^9 ih# JuiOiot Dtporimiint finotly^ ^ it rh 1 1 tad to* 
toavftw ogalaW brototr, Jiunahid. Jtisjhid h«d allodad 

• Hi f *p»jki-*TO ed' ao OcU>0wr Surpria* plot aa atrly a* 1P83. but i\ waa only 
.««« 0 ^'' <h**g«* toot bw wont publifi* aoyvtof ha hod <u:tuaily 

APariiMaaOng? 

IUCHAII0 BfCENNBlOe; To ih« boat of my mpBocUoit, it waa •ithar 
to* IPto or tho jZOtK wKkh would mean Mlhar g Sunday or a Monday. 1 
cant giro yov ofi exact dptc. I mMn, toot** too boot I coo do it oay it woo 
to* laihor toe2fhh 

KWIIIaTOR qu««4«oot remoin about Caiey*a achodulo and Kar* 
#vW* and th# Hai^mta' toimiromeoi, «omo oolf'prodaimod witnaoioo to on 
armwfW howogro deal haeo, twnoted out not to bo oodibJo at all. 

Mr. BftElCHBRE: ii wo* * tMm oC '^OK, yputa going to got ytnir 
wmiowm WoVoioiog toiM our lM^^ 

RAUATOR Uat ^ whim r^OifrUNE Amt oaominod too 1980 
i#Ma«* myotocy, wo rocounted toe auicem* of o fddarol trial 1« F^oad. 
toogvo Ic tool 1980 trial, HkKord BrocuMilui, on Oragmbuiaiioaiima^^ 
a ip«rt«]iy m moniy (aundfruig. Waa omoodl of perjury for ojagning to * 
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NABIIATOa IT ik» f«mp«4gn SA fiHL cenitpir* Ut M»y • hmU^ 

rtl-rfliH, ii» thts* wppl^fiilion ihtA fit* Um t«w^ ^ tm- 

lh#i md^l FRONTUNrii • 

thM Hd^UicuA <»ca^<u wiih th« lr*niMM Aid «»•!, ^ 
aisi »4»iiiy M hv»l»^ bwt u *» 

nm9tn\>tt w(ui PTMidcot ftonald MU<i ^ t&« Film 

SlidiitiCilf 

g^AC^AH I dW i«itM» thJii^ ictw^ 

bi io 

gviUilll «wl tii^. And tJKin Ibiti^ th«l X ww wmritd 
AbCFtit iil^t ii i ^ ibiotoli t did womi thinfi. 

to tyy' ii^ fttbif 

HAm^UKTOMi Wb»i» 5 Wii*rtNS to «ipUlA ht hid iton*. fUitiiein cttr 

MUd tM>^ hivi hiiit tom 

Kvswy o« av lxr«^r«rd tointr 

ifif thtm bofiii. 

REPORTCa OoM Ui«f Mih makndi» wiOi; tlM IrttUin fovmmint? 
nJIN>BTtX^pyy«md^^^ 

Pl^ REAOAH: WiSI» I omU fii ini« AtAdSlk. Sim «f Oim thtD|» 
irijMlU ■ ; 

NARIiAt'Oa wh#i hi. 

eMsnpmi^ mdwctod polity il k«v# Writ 

Jii Nvii iiiU onl^ « rind)d«t«. 

Bui rSONTUNE did find lh«t wtn* fWfmbJiie«n a-rri wrplonna 

my» to Ivtl^ *hd Ih* boitoia cmUi ft» mix •* ^ooxht hefort th« ilw- 

lion. ewKwrn fo# Uw hMligii, tow w** worry to«i 

oruu* wi» Atrodiniir Amiritri‘i imiii ii\ tht iwliv Bol ibmn», -'*»•« itoA fei^ 
ihii If PriMidii^i C«ruir wnn Om heoUfMi" fVw«Um Hiht toifori i^ictfin d«>, 
Ihi io-ejLltod Oc;to6«r SurpriM. it ouuM tor««tori jGtonild eifwctod 

irictovy> %, 

Prm SU8H' AD I tutow ut, i oormm, j«it I 

think f«iH*rkUy *iTK>ni»ttKi ••i^ctorito, amtt, tKW C*rt*r • • 
toufh fiUtw. ffi'U do to r*<^ TifiJjwiid ihd Wti fcijMrs?rir«d 

fqr iomi Octobif S<AroTi*i- And I H dmn'l hippen if ilV i »;»ii- 
tnvid mnl Ihtt im »Jw;<rt‘>mi jfxpJaicil bistofu hut 

diUim*ntoi bin«ni^ d#ttnm<!rnt*-*'bi driWMf-f«n 

NAfLRATOa A SSW^oto AJWt*** «w Diark otoim* to hiv# 

bitn ipprmkid Cmy. wha itokwl Ktoi to Ha^F «n ihffi * 

AAicur wiflpoiu fto Uh> Z^ihcio 

DtRJC STOFFBKaC: li wii liunii^ toi rf IWO. f mnd 

liifUit of min* wir* inKrvfmmiil m muiliiti ilii 6f ihrmi Br«ilih 

bmic>M> W# kind of offVcirV o/d iwiir^ Iho B«todi«K ml 

ImmI to dihror lo-timi to Uv 4 t fjriufviini A» i fMtoit of thUi. i itm om* 

tooitoi hX; ih« ^ ^ to of teao.-. t u;knn by 

IHi'BfiiiMh vrfRtiiia to,-^ :CipHX? 1 vipo ton- . 

totetodhy.iAto’^ itott mi fto'>hto 

d-nribi,’;- ■■'■ > ■ 

KAJRRAIPCIII: fUiiurr Jocdbt in tot4imtoiifuU inUiilfenoi friil«nc«r 
wtio niidi i Uyihff In iho ihidmy world of pmri opiritior^ Sunbim ••id 
dlwoM toik him to mpH'^in imp«r^ 

Mt^ STOITBSRC: lUifMfr cimo to pkk nrn up tlto on« immf took mo lo 
ihi ChtxpchiiB'ft Hotol — H irw ibont 01;5d ^ *nd int^ttotd fito thwo to t 
m«n itoiek Kn cmlM Cttoy,”' » to^ ItoMliii, «CiKh% itocpod. Hi 
wii iitiinf it « Uhli atonic t joinud him. Wt Ktd fkiftorv It \ik*A for ibout 
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throi bourm. I wm okod if duhnji cho loootoflto I hid, if wi could mini am 
thi iim wix w« ^ Oii Bnibh hi(m|«i xutomd to got tibp hotUgM 
rftiMutod toil mr« tston duriAf i>>i «mhmx itoti 1 iiid. ^Ctotoflily, will 
talk to fhit piipli cihcfTitodl uid gsv* whitwir OM^piriMUon wp ooiLUi* 

Mr. PARRY: And Omy lobkioi tor i wnx to f«i too Ko»Us«i out, 
not kiip (him m7 

Mr, STOPPBSRO: Mtot iMnitoix. Hi Wiotod ihisi iwtomd iumI w* h«d 
to m wltotom mihodi m could with Uto limim ind ihi Irmuini 
win(«d Wiipomi.. . ' 

HARRATOR: Stoftoirg hii iworn to Ihb ioooitnt in « in inktovat to Con^ 
ff iiiionml in^UpMn iiid pmamtod dociumito fthmi^ toot hi mm in 

T^iiindsrtifi ih in»d Af-jEUit, 'Tricjind Aonw to Hond 'ltoito/ okSiit 
'99kXrtm^\ n^;ii4^ tou»' 'toi 

; h'^t torr* «#'• fAiM>o<i^'to douVK both .iww'i 
work j#n to«-:B5n^ }mtiisiw;7itom 

au mid-iumnwr, Buk ih« thiii Britiib hoctogw not mliMnd un- 
til l^ibruiry (/ lifhl Ai hoiC SUifTbirvli holp to« BdUih wim in « v«ry 
^ WAg* w-hin hi •appoiidiv m«t with Jitxhi u «iolh*r witfvw4> 
of rrodiWltky fnitond, Jmhi iiitd StoflltMng nir« both fodng 

mmiUitu «Kif> tl^ny Am offorid itoor ckiiM ikoui • CiMrr mwti' 

Inf SiodWrfJi ror»iu (Mtimony to. CiOgymiciiil Inmiifstort lookinf Invo 
ih« Uctobir Btirprut oUofAtion* did toito him abjivi i low mcmthr nlT • 
B«nt«iici. 

Um ftiid Dmaplioiit 

Howivw thi ovidonm to riamd, Ihifi mm to hi no isphnuitiin for thi 
in«ii of dfiumiftinliit mmtom th«c iitoto. No imo hypothoito mmo to fit 
•U th« miimmott •rcoiAnia. Con tho VS. CJonfrm or ony invotiig olor tvir 
dfjMovir (hi Uiilh? 

Cihiidir oni mWi :^oi of th# Ocsotovr Sits/ptim puxido $iim«mlMKr 
Itorhird Briitnifki? H« (hi won whn pm^ ho uio in Firto willi Cmii in 
Octd^ of 19^, hut rfic wii toujr icund to ki lyittf. Hto itoiy dntfn'i md 
Ihori. Thi ftilif itton ihii Qritjork# porttopitoiS to Fshi imtingR nnw noc 
•l Atoi |>ttf fofword. by Sr»ftnj.>f5iu kuoMiir Titoi fUifition cimit from * wyn- 
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flA2iN^ Sur.i ii God injA» 

NARRATOR Though Bronnel^ hi^^ up RMihb ocwnt, wptotom 
to^icMy diicowirod «rrm in l^ttokRory^ 

MARTIN IQLtAN: Mr. Rjitto Bml inBid ,mA to* I iMnk It w 
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liii of nEmftt, ornonf Ihoirr Richord ABon ind Mr, Gropg. Now. v*ry (juicklv 
i( t^nod out 0io( ihoro mm jMdftmi wiik Mr. JUiink Mioty . ! found out 
ihiT Mf AJton* whim Mr. fUito Hod ftctomd if hoving boon p«rt of thto 
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OUR FILE number 

H 75256-00006 


E. Lawrence Barcella, Jr., Esq. 

Chief Counsel 

U.S. House of Representatives 
October Surprise Task Force 
Ford House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Barcella: 

This letter responds on behalf of President Reagan to 
the questions that were set forth in your letter of July 21, 
1992. 


Question (1): ••What was former President Reagan 
referring to during the interview [reported on 
Frontline on April 7, 1992] when he said he •did 
some things actually the other way • • • • and 
•every effort on my part was directed towards 
bringing [the hostages] home.*? What specifically 
did he do and what efforts were made by him or any 
other campaign officials to affect the release of 
the hostages?** 

Answer (1): President Reagan and Reagan /Bush 
campaign officials made it clear by their conduct 
and statements during the campaign that they were 
supportive of the Carter Administration efforts to 
secure the release of American hostages held in 
Iran. For example, a statement by Ronald Reagan 
was issued on September 13, 1980 supporting the 
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terms for the release of the hostages then being 
reported by the press; stating that the hostages 
should "be released immediately upon conclusion of 
an agreement;" promising not to "make [hostages] 
negotiations a partisan issue in the campaign;" 
pledging, if elected, to "observe the terms of an 
agreement;" and stating categorically that "there 
should be no delay in freeing the hostages with 
any thought by Iran that it might get better terms 
after the election in November." 

President Reagan is aware of no statement made by 
him during his candidacy, or by any campaign 
official, in public or private, to suggest that 
they would be interested in any way in becoming 
involved in negotiations respecting the release of 
the hostages during President Carter's tenure as 
President . 

The campaign at all times made it clear that the 
holding of American hostages by Iran was 
intolerable and unacceptable and the hostages 
should be released. 

At all times President Reagan and the campaign 
acted consistent with the time-honored principle 
that Americans speak only through their President 
in matters of foreign relations and national 
security. President Reagan believed that as long 
as President Carter was President, he was the only 
voice for American foreign policy. 

Question (2) : "Was former President Reagan aware 
of any contacts with any representatives of the 
Iranian government by anyone connected directly or 
indirectly with the Republican campaign or the 
Republican party from November 4, 1979 through 
January 21, 1981 with respect to affecting the 
status of the hostages?" 

Answer (2) : No. 

Question (3): "What was former President Reagan 
referring to when he indicated that some of the 
details were still 'classified'? Is he aware of 
any documents or records of any sort, whether 
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classified or not, regarding the matters under 
review by the Task Force? Does he recall any 
briefings he was given on this subject prior to 
his inauguration?" 

Answer (3) ; President Reagan cannot recall what 
he meant by referring to matters being classified. 
However, the subject of the hostages and the 
Carter Administration efforts to secure the 
release of the hostages was known to be sensitive, 
delicate and presumably, subject to high levels of 
national security protection. President Reagan 
has always been extremely careful never to make 
public statements on matters covered by sensitive 
national security classifications and to avoid 
discussing subjects that even inadvertently might 
result in disclosing classified material. 

President Reagan is not aware of any documents or 
records pertinent to the Task Force's 
investigation. Some time ago he instructed the 
custodians of the Reagan Administration 
presidential records to search for any such 
records or documents and to make public any that 
were found. None were located that suggested in 
any fashion that Reagan campaign officials acted 
improperly relative to the hostages. Moreover, 
your Task Force has been given broad access to 
those campaign records and has been given copies 
of documents it requested. President Reagan is 
not aware of any such documents that supported any 
inference of improper conduct relative to the 
hostages by anyone in the campaign. 

President Reagan does not have any recollection of 
any pre-inauguration briefings that would shed any 
further light on the subject of the Task Force 
investigation . 

President Reagan believes that there is no basis 
whatsoever for the unwarranted and unsubstantiated charge that 
anyone connected with him or his 1980 campaign for President did 
anything to delay the release of the hostages. The charge 
appears to be without any foundation in fact and is utterly 
incompatible with President Reagan's character and conduct 
throughout his life. 
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For your further information, we are enclosing a copy 
of President Reagan's answers to questions on this same subject 
directed to him by the Special Counsel of the Senate Subcommittee 
on Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 


Very truly yours, 

^ , ' 

Theodore B. Olson 


TBO/hlv 

WL922860.037 
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OUR riLC number 

H 75256-00006 


Reid H. Weingarten, Esq. 

Special Counsel 
Subcommittee on Near Eastern 
and South Asian Affairs 
Committee on Foreign Relations 
U.S. Senate 

Washington, D.C. 20510-6225 
Dear Mr. Weingarten: 

This letter responds on behalf of President Reagan to 
the questions that were set forth in your letter of July 22, 
1992. 


Question 1: '*D\iring the period of November 4^ 

1979 to January 20, 1981 (inclusive) did you have 
any contact (including, but not limited to, 
vritten correspondence, personal conversations, 
and telephonic communications) vith any foreign 
national(s), official or othervise, relating to 
the holding of the American hostages in Iran? If 
yes, please describe such contacts and provide any 
documents in your possession referring or relating 
to such contacts or your Jcnovledge of them.” 

Answer 1: No. 

Question 2: ”D\iring the period of November 4, 

1979 to January 20, 1981 (inclusive) did you have 
any contact (including, but not limited to. 


62 366 136$ 
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written correspondence, personal conversations, 
and telephonic coomunications) with any foreign 
national (s), official or otherwise, relating to 
the transfer or transshipment of American-made 
military equipment or spare parts to Iran directly 
from the United States or from Israel or any other 
third party countries or intermediaries? If yes, 
plwase describe such contacts and provide any 
documents in your possession referring or relating 
to such contacts or your knowledge of them." 

Answer 2 : No . 

Question 3: "Do you have any knowledge of any 
unauthorized transmission of classified and/or 
secret information relating to the Iran hostage 
crisis by any member of the carter Administration 
to any individual (s) , official or otherwise, 
associated with the Republican Party or the 
Reagan-Bush presidential campaign, during the 
Period Hovember 4, 1979 to January 20, 1981 
(inclusive)? if yes, please describe such 
transmissions and provide any docviments in your 
possession referring or relating to such 
transmissions or your knowledge of them." 

Answer 3: No. 

Question 4: "Have you ever met or spoken to John 
Shaheen? If yes, please describe the nature of 
your contact with John Shaheen and provide any 
documents in your possession referring or relating 
to such contacts with him." 

Answer 4: The President has no recollection of 
ever having heard of or spoken with John Shaheen. 

Question 5: "Have you ever mot or spoken to Cyrus 
Hashomi? If yes, please describe the nature of 
your contact with Cyrus Hashemi and provide any 
documents in your possession referring or relating 
to such contacts with him." 

Answer 5: The President has no recollection of 
ever having heard of or spoken with Cyrus Hashemi 
until references to him arose in the press 
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regarding various matters - and the name neither 
had nor has any significance to President Reagan. 

Question 6: "Do you have any hnovledge as to 
whether Willian Casey traveled outside the United 
States during the period March i, 1980 to January 
21, 1981 (inclusive)? if yes, please identify the 
countries and cities visited, the duration and 
purpose of each trip, and provide any documents in 
your possession referring or relating to such 
travel." 

Answer 6: President Reagan is not aware of any 
such travel. 

Question 7: "Do you have any Xnowledge of any 
effort by private United States citizens or 
government officials to delay or manipulate the 
timing of the release of the United States 
hostages held in Iran in relation to the United 
States presidential election of 1980? If yes, 
plMse describe such knowledge and provide any 
documents in your possession referring or relating 
to such knowledge." 

Answer 7 : No . 

Question 8: "During the period November 4, 1979 
to January 20, 1981, did you make any efforts to 
expedite or facilitate the release of the United 
States hostages held in Iran? If yes, please 
describe such efforts and provide any dociiments in 
your possession referring or relating to such 
efforts." 

Answer 8: Every public or private statement made 
by President Reagan during the campaign was 
supportive and encouraging to Carter 
Administration efforts to secure release of 
hostages as rapidly as possible. President Reagan 
even released a statement making it clear that the 
hostage-holders should not "delay . . . freeing 
the hostages with any thought . . . that [Iran] 
might get better terms after the election in 
November . " 
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Question 9: "Do you have any knowledge of any 
efforts made by any individual ( s) , official or 
otherwise, associated with the Republican Party or 
the Reagan-Bush presidential campaign, to expedite 
or facilitate the release of the Unites States 
hostages held in Iran? If yes, please describe 
such knowledge and provide any documents in your 
possession referring or relating to such 
knowledge." 

Answer 9 : Every public or private statement made 
by President Reagan was supportive and encouraging 
to Carter Administration efforts to secure release 
of hostages as rapidly as possible. 

Question 10: "Do you have any knowledge of any 
sales (both official and unofficial) , 
transshipments, or other transfers of any 
American-made military equipment or spare parts to 
Iran directly from the United States or from 
Israel or any other any third-party countries or 
Intermediaries during the period January 20, 1981 
to December 31, 1981 (inclusive)? If yes, please 
describe such )uiowledge and provide any documents 
in your possession referring or relating to such 
)uiowlodge." 

Answer 10: President Reagan has no present 
recollection of any such events. 

For your further information, we are enclosing a copy 
of President Reagan's responses to questions submitted to him on 
this subject by the House of Representatives "October Surprise" 
Task Force. 

Very truly yours, 

/ o — , ; 

Theodore B. Olson 

TBO/hlv 
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E. lAvrance Barcella, Jr., Eeq. 

Chief countAl 

U.S. House of RepresAntatives 
October Surprise Task Force 
Ford House Office Building 
3rd and D Streets, S.H., Rooe 17SC 
Washington, D.C. 205 IS 

Re: October Surprise 

Dear Kr. Barcella: 

Pursuant to your request, President Reagan submits 
herewith his answers under oath to the written questions that you 
submitted . 


Very truly yours, 

^-THeodore B. Olson 



TBO/hlv 

Enclosure 


cc: Richard J. Leon, Esq. 
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Answ«r6 of Ronald Wilson Reagan to Questions Submitted 
by E. Lawrence Barcella: 


Question (1): 'nniat was former Presidemt Reagaa 
referring to during the interview (reported on 
Frontline on April 7, 1992] when he said he 'did 
some things actually the other way . . . ' and 
'every effort on my part was directed towards 
bringing [the hostages] home.'? What specifically 
did he do and what efforts were made by him or any 
other campaign officials to affect the release of 
the hostages?" 

Answer (1): I believe that I and Reagan/Bush 
campaign officials made it clear by our conduct 
and statements during the campaign that we were 
supportive of the Carter Administration efforts to 
secure the release of American hostages held in 
Iran. For example, a statement was issued on 
September 13, 1980 supporting the terms for the 
release of the hostages then being reported by the 
press, stating that the hostages should "be 
released immediately upon conclusion of an 
agreement," promising not to "make [hostages] 
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nttgotiatlons a partisan issue in the campaign;" 
pledging, if elected, to "observe the terms of an 
agreement," and stating categorically that "there 
should be no delay in freeing the hostages with 
any thought by Iran that it might get better terms 
after the election in November." 

I am not presently aware of any statement made 
during my candidacy by me, or by any campaign 
official, in public or private, to suggest any 
interest in becoming involved in negotiations 
respecting the release of the hostages during 
President Carter's tenure as President. 

To the best of my knowledge, the campaign at all 
times made it clear that the holding of American 
hostages by Iran was Intolerable and unacceptable 
and the hostages should be released. 

To the best of ay knowledge, at all times I and 
the campaign acted consistent with the time- 
honored principle that Americans speak only 
through their President in matters of foreign 
relations and national security. I believed that 
as long. as President Carter was President, he was 
the only voice for American foreign policy. 
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Quastion (2>! *'Vas fonaar Presidsn't Raagaii avara 
of any eoataeta vltb any rapraaontatlvaa of tha 
Iranian govarnmant by anyona connaetad diraetly or 
indiraetly with tha Rapnbllcan eaotpalgn or tha 
Rapubllean party from Novaabar 4, 1979 through 
January 21, 1981 with raapact to af fact lag tha 
status of tha hostagas?'* 

Answer (2) : I have no recollection of any such 
contacts. 

Quaation (3) : "What was former President Reagan 
referring to when he indicated that soma of tha 
details wore still 'classified*? Is ha aware of 
any doexmants or records of any sort, whether 
classified or not, regarding tha matters xmdar 
review by tha Task Force? Does ha recall any 
briefings ha was given on this subject prior to 
his inauguration?** 

Answer (3): I cannot recall what I may have had 
in mind when I made this statement. However, the 
subject of the hostages and the Carter 
Administration efforts to secure the release of 
the hostages was known to be sensitive, delicate 
and presumably subject to high levels of national 
security protection. I have always tried to be 

App. 0767 


i'd 


Da HSdM Das '.Jde£:Z3 ZS. ZJQ 



•xtransly careful not to make public statements on 
matters covered by sensitive national security 
classifications and to avoid discussing subjects 
that «ven inadvertently might result in disclosing 
classified material. I may simply have felt that 
this whole subject negotiations concerning the 
hostages — was too sensitive to discuss further. 

I am not aware of any dociments or records 
pertinent to the Task Force's investigation. Some 
time ago I instructed the custodians of the Reagan 
Administration presidential records to search for 
any such records or documents and to make public 
any that were found, i^arently none were located 
that suggested in any fashion that campaign 
officials acted improperly relative to the 
hostages. I understand that the Task Force has 
been given broad access to those campaign records 
and has been given copies of documents it 
requested. I an not aware of any such documents 
that suggested any improper conduct relative to 
the hostages by anyone in the campaign. 

I do not have any recollection of any pre- 
inauguration briefings that would shed any further 
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light on the subject of the Task Force 
investigation . 


I believe that there is no basis whatsoever for the 
unwarranted and unsubstantiated charge that anyone connected with 
me or the 1980 campaign for President did anything to delay the 
release of the hostages. As far as I know, the charge is without 
any foundation in fact. 


I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing 
answers are true and correct to the best of my recollection, 
understanding and belief. 


Executed at Los Angeles, California, this /V day of 
December, 1992. 


Ronald Wilson 
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U.S> HOUSE OF REPBESENTATIVES ' WASHIHOTON 


A l^ottantlon <5^ t ErEDIi*J 

FAX Ki* I.. ■'■. 

OBJET s 




Ta«i; forca ;io invc&ttgate c«tain 
allagatlpns cOflce^fning tha hol^lirvg of 
Anar lean Hoatages by Iran I960 


Dear Sir* . 

We ttsaflH you for your fa?c dated May 16tli, 1992^ 

We f'egrei not to bra able a^xawer to your queatiDn. 


We also inforro ybu that/ in out Country, an iiotel room ia 
cofiparabla /to a private « v/ <'- 

Thetafcrre, we are not ailowed to give any detaila concarnlhg 
pur guest. 


"v/ . ; ‘V , 


Voura Slncacaiyv 



^ ASttEft 
(general Kanagex 


m-m/. _ - \ 
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App. 0770 


'.|7, Avcwt KWbcf. 75116 flo p ' i WSJSfi. Pm ; Ct)*5i<>l-2»-50 



THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS 

WASHINGTON. DC 20S40 

TRANSLATION OF LETTERS 



rnng,»..onal Member O^ober Surprise Task Force Language Persian 

or Commiiiee 

Matenal Submmed Article Date of Matenal June 22 , 1992 


Name and Address 
of Sender 


Suggested Salutation 


Translated by Ibrahim V.. Pourhadi 

Date Tnly 1 


African fc Middla F.astara 

Olvition 


G-i^' 

Collections .Services 

Department 


X Complete 


I I Abstract -Please call the Congressional Research Service ( 707-57001. if a complete 
translation is desired. 


Inqilab~i Islam! newspaper dated 

Thursday 20th of Shahrivar 1359 (September 11^ 1980) 

Headline in the Inqilab~i Islami Newspaper: 

Letter of Ghotbzadeh to the Majlis (Iranian Parliament) concerning the 
hostages. Text of Mr. Sadegh Qiotbzaddi the Foreign Minister concerning the 
hostages submitted to the Islamic Republic Majlis on August 18, 1980 

In the name of God, the Merciful, the Coirpassionate. 

’’For those who carry the message of God, and fear Him alone and no one else, 
God's judgement is sufficient" (the Holy Quran, Chapter on Ahzab (Parties), 
Verse 39. 


Ghotbzadeh *s letter was presented to the honorable representative and 
Consultative members of the Majlis via (iiy brother) Hujat al-Islam [authority on 
Islam] Ali Akbar Rafsanjani, the respected Speaker of the Majlis. 


Translator's Cor-.ments; 
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Qiotbzadeh’s letter read as follows: 

New that by the help of God and good luck, the great Iranian nation is 
following the path of the guiltless Prophet, [Muhamrad] and the leader of Muslim 
Community [Ayatollah Khomeini] who adheres to the legacy of nartyrdora which is 
the fundamental tenet of the Islamic Republic enabling Iran to strengthen its 
forces and to establish the objectives of the Revolution. Knowing this fact, 
each faithful Muslim is duty-bound to strengthen the objectives of our revolution 
and remove any inpediment which may hinder the progress and growth of our cause 
[Revolution] . I feel it is my religious obligation to do whatever is necessary 
and say what I know about our cause. I shall follow this course regardless of 
what people may say against me, even openly. In this critical time it is not 
proper to be indifferent, reirain silent and be negligent. 

In the past few months we have been facing a great crisis due to the 
hostage taking. We are aware of the fact that the consequences of the hostage 
taking have greatly impacted on our foreign policy as well as on our domestic 
policy in various ways. 

The Muslim students attack on and occupation of the U.S. "Den of Spies" 
was both necessary and useful. Their action proved to be a reaction and a 
popular resistance against t-he United States aggressive policy in our homeland. 
The attack on and occupation of the 'T)en of Spies" were necessary because they 
have promoted the public support for the Islamic Revolution. In fact the Muslim 
students action crystallized our Revolution which stood firm against the 
Inperialist. The action of the Muslim students showed to the entire world that 
the Iranians were crying out loud against the tyranny of the criminal Americans 
over the Iranian people. It also showed to the Muslims that Islam is a bulwark 
and will fight relentlessly against Inperialism and that the Islamic Revolution 
is based on faith and will not in any way cortpromise its idealogy. Yes, the 
action of the Muslim students signified that the Iranians were suffering under 
the force of atheism and in fact their action neni tested to the whole world that 
the Iranians have declared their independence and freedom. 

We have often declared our faith and irreversible position to all 
nations. I, right from the very beginning of my responsibilities as a Foreign 
Minister, carrying out our foreign policy, was faced with protests made by 
foreign ambassadors and the international conminity which brought up the question 
of international laws, rules, and customs as well as human rights. I explained 
our nation *s position and the reasons behind the action the attack on U.S. 
Einbassy. I explained that the action of the Muslim was not only a protest but 
also a real indication that the Iranians were deprived of their human rights. 

For exaiTple, I now quote parts of my discussions with the ambassadors and menters 
of the European Comnaon Market at a meeting which was held on December 3, 1981. 

We were closely watching the meeting of the high officials of the 
countries who were menber of the European Conmon Market held in Dublin. The 
first declaration of the European Common Market Countries condeimed the Muslim 
students attack on the ’'Den of Spies" and the taking of hostages. We were 
hoping, for years, that the European Community would stand out as a useful 
partner for the Third World Countries. We were hoping that the European 
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Comrunity, enjoying national inc3epenc3encer would come to our side and support our 
aspirations. We were following their meeting with high expectations but we were 
rather surprised to see the above-mentioned declaration was against us without 
considering the reasons why the hostage event took place. We could not under- 
stand the declaration of the European Coninon Market countries and their action. 
The United States was actually ruling our country for twenty-five years and was 
responsible for the death of thousands of our nationals and# for their torture in 
the Shah's prisons. The U.S. had no regard to the rights and humnistic values 
of our people. 

The United States has violated the international laws. In our country 
the U.S. diplomats were engaged in spy activities. Unfortunately none of the 
above facts are in any way reflected in the said declaration. The Shah took 
measures against thousands of Iranians. The U.S. claiming to support the human 
rights is itself responsible for all those crimes by reinstating the Shah with 
the assistance of its spies. Nevertheless, none of these crimes drew the 
attention of the European Conmanity. Only the hostage taking arose their atten- 
tion and sympathy. We, of course, did not expect such disregard from the 
European Ccmrunity. 

The United States government ignored Iran's legit inete request for the 
return of the deposed Shah. Instead the U.S. embarked on an economic embargo of 

Iran and froze Iran's assets and deposits not only in the U.S. banks but also in 

its overseas banks [European countries] . 

In the United States our citizens were jailed and their private 
accounts were frozen in the banks. Our old women and sick persons died because 
they were not able to get their deposits from the U.S. banks. Hospitals refused 
to admit them for treatment. Our daughters were molested in the U.S. No one 
ever mentioned these events. If nations must honor international laws all rules 
must be respected not only part of them. The European member countries must take 

note of all the facts if they wish to attain universal acceptance. We do not 

acc^t to be dominated by others. I am not a professional diplomat and therefore 
I state what is in rty mind and heart, so that you as official representatives of 
the European Cormunity would pay attention to these facts. If syrrpathy has to be 
extended to one country (U.S.) it must also be extended to other countries 
inpartially. If the United States honor and integrity are to be respected, 
other nations as well as our nation wish to be respected. We like any other 
nation have our public opinion. The United States has violated international 
laws and rules by appointing spies instead of diplonets and therefore cannot ask 
for diplomatic imiunity. The European Comnunity has protested our action but I 
want to state that we will not allow the U.S. to do whatever it wants in the 
family of nations. We shall not let the U.S. to act as a spoiled child. 

The purpose of giving sanples of my official statements is to show 
that ny letter is based on our decisive position vis-a-vis the world reactions 
caused by the hostage taking and the subsequent crisis thereof. 

We must understand that the United States has widely exploited the 
hostage issue in order to inprove its image internally. The U.S., a nation 
deeply divided, turned against us and took measures to isolate Iran internation- 
ally by making wide publicity. The Soviet Union has also played and is still 
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playing its role to isolate Iran further. Of course, each of the two Siperpowers 
has its own independent aims and interests in isolating our nations. The Soviet 
Union wants to see that Iran's relations severed completely with the West and 
also create strained relations with its neighbors and thus force Iran to depend 
on its northern neighbor (the Soviet Union). We are now facing Soviet procras- 
tination tactics for the sale of materials agreed upon. But they are tardy and 
have not given navigation permit to allow a ship carrying electrical transformers 
through Volga River. This is evident by the letter dated August 7, 1980 in which 
the Minister of Power states his usual refusal to help us in our industrial and 
political difficulties. This is the present attitude of our northern big neit- 
her. The United States government believes that international isolation of 
Iran will eventually weaken the Islamic Republic in all aspects and thus replace 
our regime with its own agents. The U.S. authorities are well aware of the 
Soviet policy which does not refrain from establishing relations with 
authoritarian regimes in Iran as it did with the disliked American-backed Pahlavi 
rule and also in Argentina. It cannot be denied that with U.S. encouragement, 
the Iraqi Ba'athist regime attacked us and thus U.S. wants to decimate all our 
military equipments and spare parts and further by its economic embargo make our 
factories and industries inactive. The facts show that we are all alone and are 
fighting against the Inperialists and their stooges. Considering these facts, we 
must be most careful to prevent any waste of our resources and reorganize our 
internal forces to resist the Superpowers, the U.S. in particular. We mist do 
all we can to avoid any kind of pseudo revolutionary grandiloquent speedies which 
can have adverse affect on our efforts in mobilizing our own forces as well as 
our domestic resources. Unless we do our best, our country will be fragmented 
and the Superpowers will take us under their domination. If that should happen, 
it will be a calamity not only for us but for all the Muslims and the oppressed 
peoples who pin their hope on the outcome of our Islamic Revolution. 

Now taking all the above-mentioned points into consideration we must 
approac±i the hostage crisis realistically. It is clearly evident that continuing 
to hold the hostages under the present conditions, will not push us farther than 
coming to an understanding with U.S. Inperialism, nor will it add anything more. 
;^at should we really do? I, with others, are in accord that the hostages should 
not be released unconditionally . This is really the general opinion whidi I 
subscribe to . Yet there is another group who wish to try the hostages. We are 
told that among the hostages there are spies numbering between 3 to 11 and the 
rest are regular staff or ordinary U.S. citizens who were at the Einbassy to ren^ 
their passports. What kind of trial should we have for these people? A short 
trial? A trial with the participation of international observers? If we adopt a 
short trial and condemn them as spies, we will not be believed. The public 
opinion throughout the world will not accept our verdict and furthermore our cwn 
pec^le will doubt such finding thus we lose our credibility. On the other hand 
if we adopt a trial based on international rules and regulations requiring 
documents, witnesses, lawyers and international observers, we have to wait a long 
time and face problems with big headaches. There is no doubt that our people 
have suffered for a long time under the U.S. influence and imperialistic domina- 
tion. Our people have experienced it [the domination] and are still witnessing 
it even after the Revolution. But again if we decide to try the hostages 
according to the international court rules in order to establish individual guilt 
of the hostages, since the world public opinion has not experienced our suffer- 
ing, our finding will not be acceptable. We do not have the necessary documents 
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because most U.S. original documents were destroyed during the first hours of the 
capture of the **Den of Spies'* by the Muslim students* The documents which we 
have been able to capture, are not sufficient enough to prove the criminal 
activities of persons called as diplomats or staff of the diplomatic mission. 
Nevertheless, we have documents to prove U.S* crimes in Iran. Should some of the 
hostages be found guilty and later evidences show they were innocent, then we 
have to answer why such hostages were held more than nine or ten months. Who 
would be responsible to compensate them? As a general rule when a diplomat is 
caught red handed with spying documents, sudi individual is called a non-grata 
person and asked to leave the country. We do not have a case showing that a 
staff of a diplorratic mission has been found guilty of the charge of spying. 

This is the reason that our quarrel with the world will continue. Even if one 
U.S. spy is proved to be guilty and sent to our prison, there will be no change 
in the U.S. policy concerning our assets seized illegally. To the U.S. one 
single or fifty-two hostages will make no difference. That is, if we jail one 
single hostage on diarges of spying or fifty-two, the United States* attitude 
will remain the same with regard to our assets. 

There is also an argument stating that we should try them and then 
after their conviction, pardon them. This argument is faulty because people 
throughout the world know that we, right from the beginning had the purpose to 
convict the hostages and then pardon them. Such trial-schara will not serve any 
good purpose and is of no value. If we are not ready to release those hostages 
who have not been found guilty, how then can we pardon those who have been 
engaged in spying activities? I am totally opposed to this idea of trial, 
conviction and pardon especially when pardon must be granted by the Imam 
(Khomeini). It is inappropriate of the Imam to issue such pardon when a hostage 
has been tried by the Iranian court and found guilty of spying charges. Yes, 
trial of hostages will not serve any good purpose. Therefore, the hostages 
should be held here and we should negotiate for their release . This plan should 
be the basis of our negotiation for the release of the hostages. We had the same 
kind of plan and condition when we demanded for the return of the deposed Shah. 
That demand does not exist now. 

Another point to consider is this fact. We know that the Republican 
Party of the ftiited States in order to win the presidential election is working 
hard to delay the solution of the hostages crisis until after the U.S. election . 
In the light of this fact, if the hostages issues is solved, during the coming~ 
four years we will be considered to have acted according to the desire of the 
U.S. Republican Party. Under these conditions nothing proves to be of interest 
of us and in fact we nay face a harsher and more danger cxis group than the 
present U.S. administration. We know that U.S. government is based on an 
imperialistic system. Democrats or R^>ublicans are the same and their 
inperialistic system will not change. The only difference between the two party 
is the degree of their colonialistic policies in relations with other nations. 

We notice that the Republican Party*s agreements are concluded more conveniently 
when they encounter a stronger power. After the World War sudi was the practice 
of the Superpowers -the Soviet Union. 

It is of special interest to notice that some people suggest that the 
hostage crisis be settled a few months later. This suggestion must be pleasing 
to the ears of the Republican Party . But we must consider the economic 
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consequences of the hostage crisis if we let it drag on. A report from our 
Central Bank states that Iran's foreign reserves of 136 billion Torrens 
[equivalent at the black nerket rate to U.S. $8.5 billion] have been subject of 
two kinds of detenoi rations, one by the order of President Carter and the other 
by the U.S. Courts in order to rneet the demands of the American clainants. We 
have always tried to prevent sudn occurrence but the enemies of our Revolution 
saw that we should face the economic inpacts. The amount of interests of our 
136 billion Torrens ($8.5 billion) at the rate of 8 percent is t*wo million dollars 
a day. So far we have lost 8 billion Torrens ($550 million). This amount is 
equal to our annual budget for reconstruction programs. In addition to this huge 
loss, we have paid extra for our inports which amounted to $2.5 billion. This 
purchase which we nede from the wicked Inperialist had great economic inpact on 
us all. We had to pay these additional prices to have than pass through other 
countries and handled by other conpanies rather than come to us directly from 
their original sources . Our whole industries have suffered enormously due to 
shortage of raw materials and spare parts. That in turn affected our domestic 
production. This situation made it difficult to provide job opportunities for 
our people and consequently the unenployment rate became very high. Maturity of 
rrajor parts of our debts, which according to agreements previously made, should 
have been paid on an installment basis in several years, now by court order the 
debts must be made with accelerated payments. The hostages and their families 
have filed suits in the U.S. courts and claim hundreds of million dollars. We 
are faced with many problems and I want to reiterate that we should not release 
the hostages, unconditionally. This is our principle. In short, we have come to 
the conclusion that we should look for an opportunity for the release of the 
hostages . We should look both for our interest and an appropriate opportunity 
which will occur during the coming month. We should always remember our objec- 
tive and the work needed to achieve our major interests. We should know the fact 
that the weaker we become due to depletion of our assets, the more stringent 
terms will be inposed on us by the enemy. 

We should not corrpromise our principles or take a weak position in 
dealing with others. We should take the initiative and use the U.S. internal 
conflicts in our interest. At this time when the domestic conflicts and con- 
fusion are the order of the day in the United States and before the inperialist 
gets antidote to immunize against tlie venomous sting of our Islamic Revolution, 
we must take the initiative by altering our tactics. We should not give the 
enemy a chcmce to place us in a passive position which the principle of our 
Revolution can not accept. We are facing a long battle with the enemy. We are 
in a very sensitive and rather difficult course of negotiation with a party which 
is skillful with tricks. 

When we discuss as to how to exploit the U.S. i j 1 conflicts we 
mean that if the Republican Party wins they will not ha\ ;orry about elec- 

tions for four years. Then the Rockefeller banks which c. "rozen our assets 
will continue the existing policy and will never release our money and even 
create problems for banks (should they release our assats). The oarty 
[R^xiblican] then will for a period of four years delay the ing mtter (U.S. 

Iran crisis) . 

As to international reaction to the hostage taking and their confine- 
ment in particular, there is no country in the world which agrees with us. The 
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objection of countries have been raised both in private and in public. For 
instance, the International Court of Justice at the Hague where the judges from 
the Soviet Union, from the Soviet Satellite states as well as judges from Western 
countries and the Third World, all unanimously voted in favor of releasing the 
hostages. In the meantiine there is almost no country in the world which has not 
condemned the U.S. aggression. However, no country in the world has acc^epted 
that hostage taking is a right response to the aggression of the Inperialist. 

Our argument and insistence on inperialistic aggression which led us to hostage 
taking, has been interpreted to mean that all the international laws irust be 
changed? and all our diplomatic representatives must return home together with 
over one million Iranians throughout the world. Should that happen we will have 
the worries of their families and other matters affecting them. If taking 
hostages could stop the U.S. interference in the affairs of other countries, 
then sinply a country would take a number of the U.S. diplomatic representatives 
as hostages and sign a non-intervention agreement. We should not insist on 
something which its cxxitinualtion makes no sense but cx3nc:entrate on efforts 
which would protect and preserve our Revolution at the existing circumstancres. 

One other inportant factor which we must bear in mind is the fac:t that 
pecDple in the West are very much influenced by the wave of publicity irede over 
the hostage crisis. As a result, people voicre their support for the policy of 
their government. Earlier, people showed sympathy tcward us and our revolution 
and were asking their government to support cxir cause and the oppressed peoples 
of the Tnird World. But ncM our acrtions have caused them to support their 
government's policies. 

Our Revolution has awakened the oppressed peoples of the world and has 
been crowned and considered as a most glorified revolution in the world. We 
shcxild now be conc:emed that our action may not adversely affect the cx)urse of 
cxir Islamic movement. We shcxild not provide weapons of publicity to cxir enemies 
to work against our Revolution and thus ciec^eive the public opinicxi of the 
oppressed peoples throughcxjt the world. 

Now we face a basic (question, that is, what will the U.S. do with us 
after the release of hcjstages? Will the U.S. leave us alone? No, the U.S. will 
not leave us alone because this is the nature of Inperialism and the nature of 
being a Superpower. No, neither the U.S. nor the Soviet Union or their 
Satellites will leave us alone. This is a fact, and it is as clear as light of 
day. Another (question is why we must be cxxKoerned with the release of the 
hostages. Releasing the hostages will deny Inperialism of any excuse for direcjt 
interferenc:e in our affairs. When we are free of foreign interferenc:e the 
cxxintries whicii are ready to establish favorable relations with us c:an do so 
without being under pressure. In turn this will help us to stand firm against 
the U.S. pressure. If we can manage to establish gcxxi relations frcxn a pcjsiticxi 
of strength with the Third World cxxintries as well as the East and West European 
cxxintries whicii are the Satellites of the Superpowers, then we need not have any 
relations with the Superpcjwer s . Under suc±i cxinditions, our position will be 
enhanced and then we can maneuver against the U.S. and the Soviet policies. 
EJnding the crisis of the hostages will help us to embark on a new policy in the 
interest of our Revolution and in the interest of the revolutionary pecples 
thrcxighcxit the world. This definite cxiurse is in (corpliancre with cxir Revolution 
and it is our obligation to follow it. 
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There is an argument that since we have not paid such huge salaries to 
U.S. advisors since the start of our Revolution, and consequently have saved 
considerable amounts by not spending on arms (Military hardwares ordered by Shah 
and later canceled by the Khomeini regime) as well as on buying luxury items, 
our economic loses were not overwhelming. This argument is quite true and we 
take a note of it. But it has no relation with the hostage taking issue. It 
has nothing to do with avoiding spending huge amounts or being under U.S. 
pressure and becoming practically as hostage to Americans with our hands tied, 
and being exposed to indignities. 

I should repeat it again that right from the beginning of the hostage 
crisis we placed ourselves at a great disadvantageous position, and in fact 
suffered in many ways. But we also gained certain advantages that is, we 
solidified the foundation of the Islamic Republic and this has helped us to fight 
against the U.S. policies and pressure. But after the run-off elections of our 
House of Representatives, continuing to hold the hostages raises a big question. 
In fact some people say it is better for our new leaders to avoid dealing with 
the hostage issue and get on with other more pressing affairs than the hostage 
issue. Objection to this argument is that it will be in line with the policy of 
the Republican Party leaders and supporters of Rockefeller and Reagan . I f we 
leave this issue unsolved, our new government will be constantly under pressure 
and may not be able to succeed in its affairs. In the light of this considera- 
tion it is better to settle this crisis. It is not proper to elect a government 
and then tie its hands and guarantee its failure at a critical time. For the 
reasons mentioned, I strongly believe that the Islamic House of representatives 
should take measures to solve the said issue [hostage issue]. This will help 
safeguard the dignity of the Islamic House of Representatives [Majlis]. 

The Soviet Irrperia lists and their supporters in Iran may try to inter- 
pret ny letter as being an indication or evidence of a pro-U.S. position, if so 
let them answer the following questions: 

\Vhy the Soviet Union's judge voted in favor of releasing the hostages? 
and why the Soviet Union condemned hostage taking? Why hostage taking was not 
supported by pro-Soviet supporters and this issue not reflected in their official 
newspapers? And why the pro-Soviet supporters have not protested when the Soviet 
Union officially condemned hostage taking in Iran? 

These (pro-Soviet supporters) are protesting against the Islamic 
officials keeping in mind their own special interests and are inspired by 
International Comninism. The publicity of the Cocminist inspired elements should 
not force us to conpromise the principles of our Islamic community nor even the 
success or defeat of Islam in our time. 

My dear brothers and sisters, allow me to state the last word. The 
situation has reached to a critical point and it is my duty to convey to you rry 
message. Our vigilant people are expressing hostility against the criminal 
Inperialists led by the U.S. plunderers. They are shouting the slogan ''Death to 
America." Our people are eagerly seeking further knowledge and wishing to 
destroy a power which is based on tyranny, corruption and aggression. They are 
eager to put to end a power based on exploitation. To succe^ in this mission. 
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we have to proceed with full knowledge and clear facts. Our actions should be 
carried out with wisdom. We should bear in mind that the "Great Satan" is a 
nester of satanic tactics. Knowing this fact, your attention should not be 
diverted from the full strength of our Revolution to political rhetorics and then 
fall into the satanic trap. The bitter experiences of the past are still with us 
like wounds. Such wounds cannot be removed by sweet talks and rhetorics alone. 

If the "Great Satan" thinks that our lips alone are saying "Death to America" but 
our eyes and hearts mean something else, then let them continue their rhetorics. 
Such tactics were used in other parts of the world, haven't they? We nust be 
most careful, think twice and use wisdom when we encounter the Inperialist. We 
mist know our strong and weak points and try to strengthen our weak points. It 
is not to our advantage to know only one side of an event, and thus increase the 
intensity of the issue we face. These are the points the Inperialist are 
looking for and they have always took advantage of our internal differences and 
benefitted from them. Inperialists in general and the U.S. in particular have 
utilized the above-mentioned domestic differences to bring the county under their 
domination. As the Holy Qur'an says: 

"Against them make ready your strength to the utmost of your power, including 
steeds of war, to strike into the (hearts of) the enemies of God and your 
enemies, and others besides whom you may not know, but whom God doth know. 
Wliatever ye shall spend in the Cause of God, shall be repaid unto you, you shall 
not be treated unjustly." The Holy Qur'an Chapter 8 Verse 60. Our duty then, is 
to fight the enemies of God and people. We should mobilize and organize all our 
resources for the above purpose rather than just depend on rhetorics which 
destroy our forces and push us to further isolation. We must obtain strength by 
liberating ourselves from dis-belief and infidelity. Our strength must be drawn 
from God and by His help become self-sufficient. We most overcome lethargy and 
work hard and produce more that is, faith and good work; always recognizing the 
value of action. I must affirm that we do not sanction political giimickeries. 

We believe in wisdom and sagacious judgment which are the hallnarks of a 
believer. Oir nation has experienced the status of a hostage and suffered for 
years. We must not now cortpromise and sell the hostages for pseudo-revolu- 
tionary rhetorics. We have paid a high price thus far. We must be most careful 
and direct our efforts towards our interests and benefits. In this great 
conflict we must rely on God who will extend His help to us eventually. However 
under the present conditions and mis -interpretations of things as well as the 
poor judgments practiced, calumnies will be raised against our character and 
reputation. My brothers and sisters one may gain popularity in the absence of 
God but such popularity is transitory. It does not mean that such persons were 
faithful to God nor an indication that the possessors of popularity have sought 
and obtained the approval of God. Faithful persons gaining popularity from God 
do not expect to be popular in the eyes of men. I know the fact that by sending 
this letter to the House of r^resentatives I will receive unfavorable responses, 
insults and accusations. I have had such denunciations thrown at me before, but 
since I am a disciple of the Inam (Khomeini) I should tell the truth regardless 
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of the consequences and I am prepared for rrartyrdom whether for political or 
other reasons. 


Sadegh Ghotbzadeh 

Minister of Foreign Affairs of the 
Islamic R^ublic of Iran 

Dated 27/5/1359 
(August 18 r 1980) 


App. 
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Xdoo jx*S 

A STRATEGIC ArmOACM TO THE 1980 PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 


At the same time that the regular catnoalan is put tog et her 
(Presidential campaign schcdul e . . . mod i a buy ... targetting statesr 
issues and groups ... organ i za t ion ... a ttack s , etc.), cons idera t i on 
is needed cn hov to uominato the la rg or publi c _s o tt ing ^ especi <a 1 1 y 
the evening news programs and froJit pages, with significant 
actual devel s ^v'hich cnly th e Pres ide.ncy could bring about . 

In effect, v.arsl-iall ev ents - ?ome f.-cm ■•;ashington , 
some fi'cm abroad, some cut of the private U.S. sector - 
that shew action and contrast with the talk of the campaigns. 
That is the great advantage which the Carter administration 
has not also available to Reagan or 7 *.nderson. It is also 
the cnly -xay to move beyond the complaints cf much of the 
-jnerican public about the frustrations of the last several 
years and the general d i s s a t i s f ac t i cn with politics and 
7 o V G r n ~ e n t . 



rrre attent 


ana •. :-ry rri 
‘ 1" o t a h lor 
"nough situa 
: ' .1 i i s t i c : i 
'ruit in a he 
is a list cf 


:y:ec^ ^s to ' o ? b d * a r- umher of si t n ations - domestic 

r.ayi~i7,e the possibility an aloquate portion of 
lalize with "33 or, helpful, 'ictoal .raws developments 
~n. 'ceding •.oricus ait nations -ould require the 
of a few hey individual ho are rot cnly substantiv' 
ttuned, -ith ■:>ach to he responsible for personally 
ely planning the contacts, _re-isos and follow- 
oral g.'nui:';oly i • po r t .. -i t :'':'^s:hle ~ajor developments, 
ns )iave to he s ?ded to tihe into account the 
i’'.ood ^ 'lat ••■••eil liss than a "030: ity will bear 
ort time and difficult c i : o t- s 0 e n c 0 s ahead. Attach.od 
me of the possible situations - "t-rely a rough, 
ist . ' 


.:ie cri 

o I t !a e R r e s 1 
boar. that 
a nu-ber cf 


o.al difference in the resources available to the 
n as contrasted .-.ith the ether t'.o is the power 
ncy to the o-iitont it can 3 act i. ely brought to 
c--.-en more imr)ortant tills 3 oar '''.an in the past for 
a sons ; 


a. The public seems to be so turned off to the political 
process a.nd soeotical of the rremdses, speeches, campa i^ns and 
political iiypi-rcole that ’..hat is d. one bocc~es '.-.astly more 
lopactful t'-.an •. h.at is said . 

b . 7 ' e i n 0 r c -t s i n g < ' c mi i n a a 0 e c f •. c 1 i 1 i c s b 3.’ ' o e .media. 

. .bcticn. .^'ill reinforce the po-,.erful argument against Poacan 
nuei'- ni ihat tiiey 1 ich. c .'u:e r i o n ne ; '-.nd t ‘i c dangers and 

' : t i -t at hand for ".''.e luntr;/ do not allov a couple of 
f - r : n i n g - r o s \] 1 1 ; r e n n v . 

d. Ti.e ' iCter campaign o. nnot •:redibl3’ ‘■ake the approach 
of ly'S as : -.e ‘oiJtsiaer* and ••••ill 'oe laoasurod am.-inst the reality 
of hj'v'ino t!.e office. Rcuallv, the aost effective way to neutralize 
Reagan attacks and public d i s*sa t i s fee t i on ‘ i s to non s t rate in the 
h.ey •-•nod :ad the .bdaii n 1 r tm : on has -a ver3- 1!: 'u.g -^egother in 
actual nractice. 
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* Lookinq at the validity gi the suggested a p proach 
in terms of oUicV reVenV l*rcs'i‘dcnti" aT election s , Ford failed 
to make real use ol the office in the autinn of concentrated 

heavily on the campaign side - and lost. Hixon fine-tuned the 
economy in '72 with Arthur Burns, had Kissinger travelling abroad 
on major matters brought to a crucial stage so as to dwarf domestic 
matters - and won handsomely. LBJ v;as reluctant to use the 
Presidency to help Humphrey until very late, too late, in *08 - 
and contributed to Humphrey's narrow loss. LBJ masterfully 
marshalled the office, Congress and cverytliing for himself in 
'C4, insisting he was too busy working to campaign (then also 
transparently campaigning aggressively) - and won big. 1960 had 
two non-incumbents running, and Ike largely husbanded his reputation 
above the fray, though he had fully used the office and stepped 
into the Suez crisis at the height of the '56 ca-n*paign, when he 
won. The effectiveness of the campaign itself is critically 
important, of course; but the historical record suggests the 
relevance - and in fact, the primacy a number of times - of the 
main re-election effort being through the Presidency 
rather than the pclitical campaign. 


LTp Ionentin o this arorcach could be in one-to-one discussions 
or perhaps, to have simplifying, very private coordination 
as Lhe lOllcwuiq: 


2 . r.;cr?-' 1 c h ra i ns tormi nc arc i r.pl omen 1 1 nc croup (in 

connection with all ‘J".is: Jorhan.. 

^'■itscr. , Siser. stact, Shultz and G. '..■liliam Milier. 

b. 1 c C‘h. er croup: Jo re an, '••atson, Z .scr . stadt 

! : a i r i s , ; a r s h a 1 1 , n c r i s and .* ! t n u a I 2 . 


c . 

: ! u s k i e , 


'• a t i ■: r. 3 1 S ? c u r i t y and 
Brown, Brtezin. ski and 


\ r. : r n. a t i c n a 1 c : c u p : .• lone a 1 e , 


(Underlined name might taV. e initiative with croup on 
•icUnda, Tollcw tn.rough and anything else.) 

Tim ing : It is a 1 1- imper tant that if the suggested approach 
is to be taken, i t be activated ir-med i a t e ly . For July and the 
first half of /tucust liave to be used to seed suen situations as 
ir.ay be able to respond in. September -''•c October with favorable 
major developments. Tliere will, of course, lil.ely be separate 
major developments, even possibly a crisis abroad, t-r .vhich the 
handling by the vrhite House could be all-determining as to the 
election. 3ut targets of opportunity nay or may not materialize, 
'.rhat is needed is to absure s icn i f i c :■ n. t , irtpactrul, newslead 
cevelcpmcnts wh.ich will frarr.atizc ar.f liyafully '.r:vin.ate t.he 
campaicn period and the election itrtlr : or t r.e .-lesicent. 


App. 0795 



^^^ ySTRATIVE, riRST-DRAFT WISH LIST 


A. Intorratinnal - 

Hostages in Iran freed - Not likely. But continue or 
step up key private contacts in combination with low profile | 

U.S. handling of the problem. V7hatever defensive or genuinely ,1 

felt need exists to discuss the problem publicly would seem to \l 

have small benefit politically or otherwise compared to the \\ 

hostages being released in September or October - which would be \\ 
a tremendously important event for impacting the national mood 
and perception of the Administration. Even with Giscard d'Estang's 
present maverick independence with relation to the U.S., perhaps 
sc:-eone very close to the President - as Mr. Kirbo - might be able 
to take a quiet trip to Paris, see d'Estang and get a special 
French effort underway (with benefits for him as well as the 
President) on this problem. Perhaps all that is being said here 
is me more major behind-the-scenes effort... or more use of 
the personal kind of diplomacy which Franklin Poosevelt did 
so «ell around the 19 4 0 election and into V.'orld Viar II, rather 
than the regular channels. 

"" 'I ^9 19.® o 1 ^ : n t m i_ly_ to J im it _c a jr i mp or t s - at least for 
SIX c r nine months. 'resident is >Li ndoe s 1 y , in effect, seeding 
tills possibility on ; s trip there. If necessary, the limitation 
could be urged in return for a ccmjni tment to strongly resist 
pre - -e o t i von : m over the course of the next several years. Similarly 
on -net trip, ‘he '“e^rina with the mainland Chinese premier 
-hojld be ible to dramatise the ties with the U.S. and, implicitly, 
poins :p Piagan's veaV.ress, danger and naivete with his Formosan 
posinion. The trip fully indicates the rial possibilities for 
handling political problems tiirough the .“.ssicency itself. 

9? EC Cst. I price ri se b e put o_f_f - t- rough not only. Saudi 
bxit p'-rhips .Mger 1 an and even Iraqi contacts. .'lay be Algeria 
'.ouli !;e lielpful if the current iripasse evs-r HI Faso gas imports 
can le worked out. Iraq might be responsive with help on stepping 
up its already oipanding interest in U.S. imports. The world oil 
surplus shoud also facilitate t!'. is objective. 

tangible secu ri ty st ep "r r I srae l - as, only illustrative, 
a stsp toward U.S, .’'ed i te r ranean ~f Icet facility at Haifa - and 
if nc- sessary, something s\-mji)Olic later af M exandria . Or more 
than the four F-16 deliveries. 

Tad at ste p uo U.S . r,pr. - e r a nces . T i nd f u 1 vi : Camp 

David p losses. An all-out^ Cartier : a n . .~:pular with the U.S. public. 
Jewish oc~j".unity cannot really object; a cs n siderable portion of 
it is :ven privately admiring. 

’ ' a i o r p with Meyico for ’iispanics. 

' ■ yj ; r ~:ntmic cev<^ 1 cs- . : n t step with wbabw’^ as small 
i nc r c “ . t a 1 step wFth blac>: ct:~’unity. 

I- dian Ocean fleet make first shore contact, or at least 
a vis-jal. Fly the colors. Sliov; strojigth and moving aliead. 

haior Soviet troop r edu c t : on f gh a r. t s tan - perhaps 

pic- in- thc-sky hope. But i f ”\rhe~~Prosrdon t could privately 
signal through a key person - likely Kirbo again - an all-out 
commit.-ent to get SALT through ne.xt year (the Provident wants 
that armway) and an early meeting with the Soviet leader (he 
must want that for history before his health and 
jockeying preclude it), perhaps something major could be 
accomplished. The Soviets have a flexibility with their system. 
Blockbuster developments like this possibility are needed for 
this autumn. 'lo one should bo thinking sm.all at least at the 
spcc'u 1 a •_ i VO and cnnccpiual lc\ el. 
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The international situations which might be seeded are 
almost endless. But more than reliance on conventional 
channels or only substantive people would be required. 

Kirbo and one or two others known to be very close to the 
President micht best be used in consultation with Muskie and 
Drzezinski. 2ut this will have to be undertaken vigorously 
in July and August in order for any benefits to flow back 
in September and October. 

3. Econonic - 

Stretch cut federal spending to avoid big deficit projection 
announced just, about at election time. De sTTre federal agencies 
do rot rush to use their \jney.ponded funds as the current fiscal 
year goes into the last quarter. 

Stimulate industrial production if at all possible right 
away to ease recession, slow unenployment rise, etc. Nixon was 
helped more cy Arthur Burns in 1972 than ar^ other factor, 
including Kissinger's high- 

and -VoGovern ' s ineptness. Speeding up Defense Department 
procurement srould help eco.nomi ca 1 ly as well as show preparedness 
strength and - ould not have the T-ain financial consequences until 
n_xt year. Hut can the bureaucracy be cut through? 

T .n ncr - c - V black projects cieatly stepped up. Special 
ore 'Ft c r a r. t s t^raetted for the V. e v states in the comoaiqn , 

VI rr. I'Sriy " ouncements - better in .August a.nd early September 
tbn.n Ictcber, ..ben ail ccmestic :-jtters will be cisccunted as 
p o 1 i t i ? a 1 . 

Gil i:-p cr t figures cow.-; for .Ajcu st and Sep tember if at all 
cossirle. 7 F-. i .ng credit r.ow, as Charles Duncan's July 6 th 
state~ent, is helpful at the moment; but if i:"ports climb 
closer to the oa.mpaicn period, all the bad ar.r.ou.’'.CL*.~ents will 
ceme a critical political time. 

Dollar hr Id comoarativelv fii'm in Scptcmcor er.d October 
thu-'c-gh Stepp I'd up Treasury support. 

'■ousino ; tarts stimulated t o show ed bac k i n fi g u res 
released in Cruener . 

Double die it inflation down to single digit on some 
important index , for announcement in late Septemdrer cr October. 

Etc. .Again, all this is simply illustrative of the lines 
of t’uinking chat should be explored now for substantive and news 
impact ever the course of the coming 120 days. 

THE point with all of is that high i'oiwrs of the 


AD.*^i:::sT.HATi::: • s work have to be consciously ; :;7e:- ."a.een by a few 
;' 3 :y feople wir:-: political acltewess. it c.Awr:oT .ee 7r.ociJtRi zed 

OR LE.='T TO JL37 A LITTLE MORE EMPHASIS. THAT WILL h'OT 1L^VE THE 


NECESSARY EFFEJT WITHIN THE TIME AND UNDER THE C I .^CJ.MSTANCES AT 
ILAND. MOST ::'J^ORTANT, THIS CHANNEL OF EFFORT CAN ACJIIEVE FAR MORE 
IN A STRATEGIC SENSE FOR THE CAMPAIGN THAN ALL THE CS'JAL TACTICAL 
EFFORTS BY .'HE POLITICAL OPERATION ITSELF. 
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To: Dick Wirthlin 
From: Bob Gray 


^\>P• 
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..mv MOT UNTIL NOW? 


Even one casually aware of politics in Iran and the 
craftiness of the Ayatollah should not be surprised if 
the hostages are released in time to boost Jiirmy Carter’s bid 


for re-election. 

Kohomeni can cast the very first vote in the November 4 
election by manipulating Carter yet again. He knows very well 
that he can get away with humiliating, extorting and intimidating 
Jimmy Carter more than any other president of the United States 
in this century would have allowed. Now he knows he has leveraged 
carter into such a vulnerable position he can get a much sweeter 
ransom— paid at the expense of America's critical Persian Gulf 
strategic position. The voters have rejected Carter's record, 

SO he must have the Ayatollah's help. 


Up to this pointy Carter has been able to play the 
hostages with nothing more than some Strauss/Jord£m sleight-of-hand 
maneuvers. In fact, the rise and fall of hope for the release 
of the hostages exactly coincides with Carter's standings in the 
polls and the landmark primaries throughout the campaign year. 

He never had to actually produce the hostages before November 4; 

he could rely upon presidential credibility to bluff his way. 

IOWA— A "must %#in" show of early strength was preceded 

by one day with this hostage maneuver: "•••my belief 
is that many of the responsible officials in Iran 
now see that this major threat to Iran's security 
aind the peace of Iran is becoming paramount and that 
there will be an additional effort on their part to 


"o 
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Threatened by Ted Kennedy in the crucial New England 

domino primaries, Carter issued this hopeful 
statement on the hostages two days before: "I hope 
that we will see some light at the end of that tunnel 
before too long." Four days prior to the Maine caucuses 
he had agreed to delay sanctions against Iran. He won 
the caucuses on February 6 after a late rally of support. 


NEW HAMPSHIRE — New Hampshire, the bellweather primary, was 

preceded by just two days by another statement 
reminding voters the fate of the hostages was 
in his hands: "I think progress is being made." 

He was referring to the U.N. Commission's arrival 
in Tehran. 

WISCONSIN — Carter had been told that if Wisconsin fell to 


Kennedy Pennsylvania was sure to follow (it did 
anyway, narrowly). In a desperate attempt to recover, 
the White House resorted to one of the most unorthodox 
media manipulations of the Carter presidency. The 
night before the primary. Carter personally called 
every network anchorman to give them an advance 
App. 0799 notice of a statement he would issue the very morning 

of the primary: "This morning the President of 
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Iran has announced the hostages' control would be 
transferred to the government of Iran, which we con- 
sider to be a positive step." Of course, the 
event was unimportant: the hostages remained captive. 


Throughout the primaries Carter used the hostage situation 


to dodge a debate challenge with Ted Kennedy. He hid in the rose 
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Carter's lowest standing in the polls — showing the 
public felt his handling of the crisis was poor— lead to 
his most brazen and ill-fated maneuver: the Desert Classic 
rescue raid which was ineptly executed. Carter's standing in 
the polls soared, despite the fiasco. 

Carter retreated after the raid failed. He said 
he could come out of the Rose Garden because the crisis was 
manageable. He said it was time for "quiet diplomacy" — meaning 
he was utterly helpless. 

However, by September he was back in trouble again 
in the polls. He attempted to recoup with his celebrated 
but discredited "mean" attacks. 

When those attacks proved counter-productive, he 
went back to his one sure ace, the hostages. For weeks 
the press and public have been teased mercilessly with news 
breakthroughs and curious "leaks". The negotiations for the 
release of the hostages was being done "in public" not through 
"quite diplomacy". The see-saw news has been coincidental 
to Carter's gradual recovery in the polls. 

Jimmy Carter's inept handling of the economy has 
left him grasping at straws. . .ready to accept a deal he 


essentially found unacceptable earlier. Why not until now... 


until the threshold of the November 4 election? It is 
Jimmy Carter's only ch 2 mce of winning. 
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.‘'tiNIttCSNS Aj’RriOH OF THE ■ 

iB^^iAti;HtLrrAibf ■ 

HEIC BV. THE f,S. 


>tote that some, of the located* ih .U,S 

storage while the .rest qC is not. All ct it however* c- 
quidcly,./ 


re (EOIJ Dods: ^1. 
IJQ).: $24 MilliOl 


ARMy 


Munitions? $90 Million 

- includes : €S00 rounds of Dragpn anti-^tank mssiles 

60.000 rourds o£ 90 TO*, 

86.000 . rounds of 155 prp 

^ ,0QQ icomds q£ lOS .rmrr, ptt5:jectilas 

28.000 land tnir^ . . 

10.000 mands 3,5” rackets 

^ also; I (partiall IH>WK ( Irproved H>WK) air defense system 

• 1 air de-f^^e. radar-. 


(A) The folicwing material is titlal tp Iran and has not tieen 

has indicated in the that it did rat desi^^ take pds^sk^ ’ 

the material and that it should be sold by the U.S, ::ther o 

The U.Svr has ;%t found other pijrchasera material listed beiqw. 


Presurrebly Iran cx>aLd <:d'.anqe its In^ possession 

ii^iile recrgfm Ob/nership of m the t>S/ could try to 

initiate iegai pto^ to slow celiever/^^;^^ it so <fesired,^^ 

other hand, the U9.5.b..qw to for*^ such lerral cixKwdirKis 

make delivery wrtedia.telyC ! 


Jhere seers to be r.o doubt that Iran holds title 


To reiteratejr however, 

r^teriaii' 

150 Phoenix missiles . / for the 
.108 Harpoon missiles , 

131 Mark-^46 torpedoes 
1 r-l4 aircraft 
I cd&ra heliccbter 


^3) The following iters are 't;itl3d : 
• Iraun has ir^cated lid 

•die \n the case or the V.-tner w 
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n«*t h^rrick. 

vdlTKiwe on ^ I pro^^rt tor w#V jiw Bradv Ijr*" 

vherela^it, a« ncUnp Director at Polic^/ 

?evaiopw«r*t ^nd Wenearch and vni I carry pvit aii/of T"< 
•:h€5 ^anctaana fiorwally handl^td by Bob., ■ ^ > v/V 

3pb Gacrack caflr''’CQn.riWtt* to ejetaftaipn i,' 

i70U pHona muDbar 7n\o ‘ 

arra«obffi«nt yi^lt ■cpinta.naf wtil eiirt^hasr .j>;ptlc#A-s ■ 

Plea**! doyl*e'jtt)ie ineinbei'*’ ef ^yoiiJir-' aectibe cpnceriiinq-' 

tcx;;’:;'3'k‘fereii treht/tL-r'-': • 

. '''", ''.Martin' M<5er*Q« , 

' U\,'.. . £d 'Cray , 

‘ . jK-icHtrd ' ■''‘■■'I'j 

Ran Rhachidien 
Stef Ralper 
Tony Dp I'a n * - \ '''‘' ' 

Bill fiavin ’ 

John Mcclepqhery j 
Cperatione Center ' 
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23 October X 96 O 


Bd Meeso 


FROM* Bob Ofirrlc! 


Pn -Bill C««*y ftslced for a llst^bf tb« hootages 
vhat I hart b««a able to ena ujp witb at prasant 
bare aora datalla before the end of the day. Da 
ithat::-Blll=:haa"ia'^aliM|. ' 



Photocopied at the Ronald Reagan Library 



Ahern, Thenas leo, Ar ij lar, '.Viscc r.5 in 

leik, ■.h.Llian E., ' esc Jal.-bia, South Carolina 
3lucker, Pobert Cla:, Little Sock, Arkansas 
Cooke, ConaLd, Ellicct City, ‘Vi. 

Cauqherty, Willian, Tulsa, Oklahcr^a 
Encelnann, Pebert, Lt . Sc^t^.ander , Hurst, Texas 
Calle.Tcs, '.Villii.n, Pieblo, CcLorado 
Ter nan, Bruce, Hens in ten, *'d . 

TiLIette, Cwane, Lancaster, ?a 
"0 Lac in ski, Allen Prune, 


leaves, Cohn, "esten. a 

Hall, T o s e o h Send, 1 r e ' t n 

He men me, Xevm, Vak Cree<, .v is con sin 

Hohr.an , Icnald P.obert Hr., iacrarentn, California 

-oLland, LeLand, CoL. Stales V'.ound, Illinois 

Howland, Michael, 

Jones, Charles, Cetrcit, Michican 

Palp, I'alcolr. , Tulsa, Lklahcr.a 

Kennedy, M.corehead C., Cr 

Keough, Willia.t F. Cr, Boston, Mass 

Kvitley, Steven Willian, Little Rock, Arkansas 

Koob, Kathryn, L. Jubilee, Iowa 

Kupke, Frederick Lee, L'eers, Oklahoma 

Laingen, Lowell Bruce, Odin, Minnesota 

Lauterbach. Steven, Oayton, Ohio 

Lee, Gary carl, N’ew ‘Sork, Mew York 

Lewis, Raul Edward, Homer, Illinois 

Limbert, John William Jr 

Lopez, Janes Michael, Rhoneix, Arizona 

McKeel, Johnny Jr. Balch Springs, Texas 

Metri.nko, Michael John, Olyphant, Pa. 

Miele, Jerry L. Mt Pleasant, ?a 
Moeller, Michael E. Caruthersvil le, Missouri 
Moore, Bert C. Mt Vernon, Ohio 
M.ooretield, Richard, San Diego, California 
Meedham, Paul M. Bellevue, Nebraska 
Ode, Robert C., Plano, Illinois 
Persinger, Gregory A., Seaford, Delaware 
Plotkin, Jerry, Shemann Oaks, California 
Ragen , QRpgis , Johnstown, Pa 
Roder, David, White Fish Bay, Wisconsin 
Rosen, Barry, Brooklyn, New York 
Royer, William Blackburn, Jr. Houston, Texas 
Schaeffer, Thomas E. 

Scott, Charles W. , Philadelphia, Pa. 

Sharer, Donald A., Chicago, Illinois 
Sicknann, Rodney W. , Krakow, Missouri 
Subic, Joseph Jr. Roriford, Michigan 



Swift, Elizabeth Ann 

Tomseth, Victor L. , Springfield, Oregon 
Ward , Philip R. 
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♦-Dwyer, Catherine (free lance journalist) 
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November 1, 1980 
Arlington, Virginia 


7 C-7 C 


MEMORANDUM FOR: WILLIAM CASEY 

FROM: ED GRAY 


Pursuant to your request, attaches are my findincs recarding 
he efforts of Jack Kendrick and John Greenhalgh to obtain 
bsentee ballots for the American hostages in Iran. 
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Page One 


TO: Marty Anderson, Ken Khachigian 

FPCM: Bob Garrick 

Monday, October 27 

Jack Kendrick, town clerk, Brookli 
Illard Rappllryea, secretary, Fairf 
Virginia. 

Kendrick told Rappieyea according to Rappleyea) that he was 
contacting local election officials in various states in an 
effort to get the officials to fly to Iran with absentee 
ballots so that the hostages could vote in the Nov. 4 election. 
Kendrick said he was trying to get permission from the State 
Department but hadn't been able at that time to receive 
State's concurrence. Rap cbLyea asked who would pay for the 
transportation to and from Iran. Kendrick said that because 
the federal government didn't want to get directly involved 
in this, perhaps some unnamed) businessmen could help pick 
up the tab. Kendrick also said that the government wouldn't 
give him any information about the hostages (names, addresses 
in the U. S. , etc. ) 

Friday, October 31 


'^Lyn Nofziqer jMike Deaver 


ne. Mass., contacted X 
ax County Electoral Board, 


% 


At approximately 2:30 r.M., Gary Greenhalgh, director the 
FEC Clearing House in Washington, called Joan Mahan, secretary 
of the Virginia State Board of Elections. Joan was on the 
telephone at the time so her assistant took Greenhalgh *s 
call and gave his message to Joan. The message was that he 
wanted the State Board of Elections to help facilitate achieving 
an absentee ballot for hostage Robert Ode who resided in Fair- 
fax County who had a P. 0. Box in Falls Church. 

Mahan said that Greenhalgh also had asked Rappleyea 's office 
for absentee ballots for five other hostages who he understood 
also lived in Fairfax County (Thomas L. Ahern-McLean area; 

John Graves-Reston area; Catherine L. Koob, Gary Earl Lee 

and Thomas Schaeffer. A search of relevant records by Rappleyea' 

office could not turn up any information on the five.) 

Rappleyea was unwilling to turn over to Kendrick or Greenhalgh 
an absentee ballot for Ode without clearance from the State of 
Virginia. Mahan contacted the Virginia attorney general and 
he gave permission to have the Ode absentee ballot given to 
Kendrick. 

Mahan informed Greenhalgh* s secretary at 4 P.M. that she had 
given permission for the absentee ballot to be released. Greenha 
was said to have gone to the airport (with the ballot) with 
Kendrick who was catching a 7:20 P. M. plane to Frankfurt, German 
The ballot had been released to Greenhalgh by Rappleyea *s 
office on Mahan's authority. 

(On October 30, Greenhalgh talked with Rappleyea. Greenhalgh 
told him the Federal Government didn't want any agency people 
to get directly involved (people at the FEC) but he he, Green- 
halgh was assisting Kendrick both in his capacity as a sympathic 
observer and in his official capacity as an expediter of the 

iBB4703S8 


768 


App- 0812 



Page Two 


t'noiocopico uie Konaia Keagan i-ioiary 



KendricJc effort. On this same date, Greenhalgh, in his effort 
to get Rappleyea to release the Ode absentee ballot, and the 
ballots of the other five hostages referred to earlier, could 
not provide information to the Fairfax County Electoral Board 
other than the names and apparent locations of ail six hostages 
thought to be from the County. In some instances, Greenhalgh 
also was able to provide Rappleyea with the name of the spouse 
of the hostages. Greenhalgh said that on Kendrick’s arrival 
in Frankfurt, he would drive to Weisbaden to await the return 
of the hostages there. Greenhalgh asked Rappleyea or one of 
the other two members of the Fairfax County Electoral Board to 
go to Germany with Kendrick, but, after checking, Rappleyea 
said no board member would be able to go. The reason Greenhalgh 
made this request is because Virginia state law requires that 
all absentee ballots be back in the state by the end of voting 
on the day of election. The board member could serve as a 
witness of the receipt of the absentee ballot at Weisbaden and 
return the ballot to Virginia by the cutoff time November 4. 

The only other alternative would be for Kendrick ta bring Ode 
back to Fairfax County by election day for the ballot to be 
counted . ) 

Friday, October 31 


I called Greenhalgh in his home in Virginia at approximately 
9:40 P. M. I posed as one Dick Sullivan with the AP. I told 
him the Washington bureau had gotten a report on the activities 
of both he, Greenhalgh and Kendrick, and I wanted him to tell 
me about it. Greenhalgh, without reluctance, said that Kendrick 
was associated with a hostage faunily in Brookline, Mass., and 
that he, Kendrick, had taken it upon himself to contack local 
officials in 21 or 22 states to try to obtain absentee ballots 
for hostages, but that Kendrick had run into difficulties. 

Kendrick then called, or was told to call by someone, Greenhalgh 
at the FEC who might be able to help expedite solutions to these 
problems. Greenhalgh said he, while not reluctant to assist in 
this noble undertaking, did recognize that the impression might 
be left in the minds of some that this would be seen as some sort 
of federal involvement in the effort and that it, therefore, 
might be miscontrued. Nevertheless, Greenhalgh told me he decided 
to do what he could to try to help Kendrick. 

I asked Greenhalgh who picked up the cost of the ticket to Germany 
for Kendrick. Greenhalgh said they split the cost out of their 
own funds. Greenhalgh said he had come to feel rather strongly 
in support of what Kendrick was trying to do and this was the 
reason he picked up half the cost of the ticket out of his own 
pocket. 

Please do not attribute mv name or the Reagan-Bush Committee 
to my surreptitious call (posihq as oick Suiiivan of the^ARl^ 

"Tl!) J3I 

One final thing, in this "Dick Sullivan" call, Greenhalgh told 
me he had picked up campaign material from the Anderson, Carter 
and Reagan campaigns which Kendrick was carrying with him to 
Weisbaden to cive to the hostage (s) . 
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THE OPPOSITION CAMPAIGN 
SOME PROPOSALS 


ANTHONY R. DOLAN 
ADC, 4 , 


\ 
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I. THEIB OPPOSITION CAMPAIGN 


kik k*t< 


II. K; 


■:J 

A. Son* Observations 

1. Carter's Views On Negative Campaigns 

2. Playing Fair 

B. What’s Ahead 

1. Carter's Irper.ding Attack 

2. Carter's Surrrcates 

3. Abusing Incur.bency 

4. Abusing The Legal Process 

5. Manipulating The Media 

6. Cart-er's Goal 
Cur Reacting 

e. Kill They Succeed? 

-:AT IS TO BE DONE? 

A. Perception Of Carter 

1. Well-meaning Air.ateur? 

2. Philistines? 

3. Not Just Accusations 

B. Phase I — The Nasty Administration 

1. Credibility 

2 . Cronyisr 

3. Cosmetics 

4. Personal Attacks 

5. Abusing Incu-mbency 

6. Demeaning the Presidency 

7. The Real Picture 

C. Phase II — The Issues — Broken Promises 

1. Carter Justice 
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2. Brown And The National Defense 

a. Unilateral Cutbacks 

b. Military Readiness 

c. Defense Budget Sleight-of-Hand 

3. Fcreicn Policy 

a. Diplor.atic Vaudeville 

b. Afghanist And Other Soviet Gams 

c. New Boy NetwcrV. 

4 . Econory 

5 . Waste And Fraud 

C. Phase III -- The Mistaken Presidency 
E. Sunr.ary of Phases I, II, and III 
III. IMPLEMENTING OUP OPPOSITION CAMPAIGN -- SOME! PRCPOS.ALS 

A. Ir.pler.enting Phase I -- The Nasty Adr.ini s tration 

1. Fact Sheets And Print Ads 


2. Colunnists 

3. Ford Speech -- Der.eaning The Presidency 

4. Our Surrogates 

5. FEC Complaint Unit 

6. Injuction 

7. Key Endcrser.ent 

E. Implementing Phase II -- The Issues And Broken Promises 

1. Ford Ads -- Economy And Defense 

2. Justice Department Panel 

3. Former Attorney Generals 

4 . Ambassador Bush Speech I 


5. Ambassador Bush Speech II 

6. Ambassador Bush Speech III 
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7. Waste and Fraud Extravaganza 

8. Media Events 

9. Special Groups 

10. October Surprise 

11. Wirthlin's Data 

12. Press Party Kickoff 

C. Irplerer.tinc Phase III -- The Mistaken Presidency 
Mournful Tone 
Z, Three Final Notes 

1. It's August 

2. Ending Where We Began 

3. The Positive Campaign 
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be mapped out now for our surrogates. Visits, for example, 
to Langley Air Force Base where less than half of the fighters 
are combat-ready, etc. 

9. Special Groups . Every time a special group is 
announced it should be done so with a stinging attack on the 
Carter Administration's failures in that group's special area. 

10. October Surprise . Should be a constant refrain 
of our surrogates. They should point out that the hostages 
may be released and the econom.y eased slightly by October, 
but that this should have no bearing on the voter's ultimate 
choice . 

11. Wirthlin's Data . All surrogate attacks with 
regard to issues should be closely coordinated with polling 
data -- they show for example that attacks on needless wel- 
fare spending, regulatory agencies, wasteful foreign aid, 
etc., are particularly fruitful. 

12. Press Party Kickoff . Phase II should be 

kicked-off with a press party with a light-hearted tone (Lyn 
Nof ziger "Quotes from Chairman Jimmy" that merely list 

Carter's promises as well as replay Carter's TV ads from '76 
-- believe me, these ads were recently played for a non- 
partisan audience and resulted in whoops of laughter. 

C. Implementing Phase III — The Mistaken Presidency 

1. Mournful Tone . Speeches by our candidates and 
surrogates in which we regret that the promise of '76 was 
never fulfilled. Now we have a second chance. 
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bSG Phone Numbers 


AJLLENv Mchard V. 

. <6V 

,; : (703) . 




IKLE, Fred C. 

(GJ (301) 

(B) (301.) 


JOJPPERMWi, Clierias 

(0) (2023 
(H) (202) 


VfEiSS i .SfeVwur. 

(0) (202) 

.. . i.H). .(301)1 


lepnon^e' r.Uriier 3 • tedacted ^ 
'>'.%■ for .-easpR^ ■©■? ''persona.! 

V, --■■•or' i-v.dc^ 


t.£H2J^, John , Jr. 

MQORER, 'Z^oinas i.'.tf ( 

( 0 ) ( 202 ) 

(H) (703) 


NEUMAMS, Robert G/ 

(0) (202) 

.(B) (301)* 


ROSTOW, Eagene VV 

(QJ (203) ^ 

<H) (203) 


SllBERHAN^ Laurence 


(0) (415) 
(H) (415) 



VAN CtEAVE, Villlaa'R. 

,(0) ,(202) 


. : ■..,-<;-’7(H) , (202) 

li- ’i- ••.• I • . 

. :I' ■ ^ r.'''- '■■■•’. ' !■ 
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Working Group** Richard V. AUen 

— . Fred C. Ikl* 

Laurence Silbermaii 

Purpose and Strategy of U. S. Foreign Policy 

Detailed examination of goals for U. S. foreign policy during the 19808 in the 
context of the underlying philosophy of a Reagan foreign policy to preserve the 
peace: objectives for .he near- and medium-tenns ; prevention or management of 
crisis. 


Kenneth Adelman 
Laurence Silbeman 
Rita Hauser 
Edvard Luttvak 
Robert Tucker 
Richard Whalen 
Charles J. V. Murphy 


Fred Ikle 
W. Glenn Campbell 
Jeane Kirkpatrick 
Charles Marshall 
Charls Walker 
Richard Pipes 


NATO 


Restoration of confidence in U. S. leadership of the Alliance; the U. S. role in 
NATO and U. S. diplomacy toward NATO allies; approaches to make the alliance a more 
effective instrument for the defense of the free world; harmonizing basic foreign 
policy objectives of NATO members; the meaning of Ostpolitik for NATO; stabilizing 
weaker members; examiniation of NATO's geographical limits; the policy implications 
of growing European unity and the European community. 


Robert Pfaltzgraff 
Robert Straus z-Hupe 
Edvard Rozek 
Jacquelyn Davis 


Robert Osgood 
Seymour Weiss 
Robert Ellsworth 
Whittle Johnson 


U. S. International Economic Policy, Energy and Raw Materials 

Economic policy as a vital component of U. S. policy and strategy; the national 
security Implications of access to energy and raw materials; the political impli- 
cations of competition for resources and conflicting trade policies; allied co- 
operation in maintaining freedom for international commerce. 


Richard Whalen 
Jeffrey Gayner 
Frank Barnett 
William Schneider 
Willis Armstrong 


W. Glenn Campbell 
Constantine Menges 
J. William Middendorf 
Robert McLellan 


Lev Dobriansky 
Charls Walker 
John Loeb 
Y. L. Wu 


* Assignments of Advisors to Working Groups is Tentative 
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The Aagricas 

U. S. policies toward Caxiada and Mexico and the implications of Governor 
Reagan's proposal for a North American Accord; collective security and U. S. 
policy toward Castro and Cuban support for Soviet objectives in the hemisphere; 
prospects for further rad icali ration in Central America and the Caribbean, and 
U* S. responses; measures to improve bilateral relations with hemisphere nations; 
the strategic importance of the South American countries. 

Roger Fontaine 
Pedro Sanjuan 
David Jordan 

Middle East, Persian Gulf and South Asia 

Policies toward Israel; relations with Egypt; Saudi Arabia and other Arab nations; 
risks and opportunities in Persian Gulf region; the Palestinian issue; assistance 
for Lebanon; policies toward radical states and methods of protecting U. S. 
interests amidst increasing instability; implications of an oil embargo. 


Constantine Menges 
James Theberge 
John Lodge 




Robert Neumann 
Curtin Winsor 
Rita Hauser 


Raymond Tan ter 
Joe Churba 
Amos Perlmutter 




blicy Towards the Soviet Onion and Eastern Europe 

The framework of U. S. - Soviet relations for the 19808, and short- and long-term 
policy requirements; strategies to arrest Soviet expansionism while maintaining 
the peace; the role of East-West trade, technology transfer and credits; Yugoslavia 
after Tito; requirements of U. S. policy toward Eastern Europe; the U. S. response 
to increasing dissidence in communist countries. 


Uri Ra'anan 
Richard Pipes 
William Scott 
William S teaman 


Mose Harvey 
Richard Staar 
Harriet Scott 


Japan, China and North-East Asia 

Strengthening U. S. - Japan relations; U. S. policy toward Taiwan; relations with 
the People's Republic of China; defense of Korea; defending Pacific sea lanes; 
economic, energy and trade issues. 

Chalmers Johnson Richard Walker 

William S teaman Jeffrey Gayner 

T. L. Wu Max Hugel 
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The Current Criais in Iran 

Problem of U. S. hostages; growing instability and the implications of general 
collapse into chaos; assessment of Soviet options and objectives; examination 
of U. S. policy options. 


(This is an Iran working group; names of Advisors 
participating will remain "unlisted.*') 


Other Regional Issues 

Central and Southern Africa; North Africa; ASEAN and Southeast Asia; Soviet 
influence in Asia, especially in Vietnam; the ANZUS alliance, relations with the 
Phillipines, Indonesia, India and Pakistan. 

Uri Ra'anan Peter Duignan 

Adda Bozeman Robert Keating 

Alvin Cottrell Constantine Menges 


Instruments of Foreign Policy I: Comniuni cat ions and Information 

The global contest of words and ideas; combating totalitarian propaganda; the 
U. S. image abroad; conveying America's convictions and ideals to the world. 


Frank Shakespeare 
Rica Haiiaer 
Ernest Lefever 
Eugene Ropp 


Kenneth Adelman 
Fred Ikle 
Richard Whalen 
Nathan Glaser 


Instruments of Foreign Policy II: Foreign Aid and Military Assistance; International 
Organisations; Refugees 


Henry Nau 
Charles Fairbanks 
Ernest Lefever 
Aaron Wildavsky 


Lev Dobrianaky 
David Jordan 
Raymond Tanter 
Donald Rersberg 
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Instruments of Foreign Policy III; Intelligence and Intelligence Organizations 


Valter Pforzhclmer 
Robert Pfaltzgraff, Jr. 
Jeffrey Record 
Carnes Lord 


Robert Ellsworth 
Daniel Graham 
Vernon Walters 


Reorganizing and Streamlining the National Security Machinery 

An examination of structural changes in the existing mechanism for making foreign 
and defense policy; the functions and organization of the National Security Council, 
its Executive Director and staff; strengthening the economic and intelligence 
components of the national security decisionmaking process; methods by which a new 
President and his staff can integrate the work of the foreign policy, defense and 
intelligence communities in the service of sound policymaking and the national 
interest. 


President Reagan and the 97th Congress: Foreign Policy, Defense and Intelligence 
Priorities 


Attitudes a new Administration should bring to office in order to rebuild a sound 
bipartisan basis for the nation's foreign policy; initiatives it can take to lay 
the groundwork for a joint effort with the 97th Congress; coordination with the 
Congress while not relinquishing Constitutional and historical prerogatives of 
the Chief Executive. 
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"Now I would like to jread you 801 * 1 ^ aw ofehexa have made> I>loas© toll me for each 

one# whether you agree strongly. 4 .agree sdRwawhatvv^disagree someWhatv strongly.- 



Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Somewhat 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Di sagree 
Strongly 

TtM war ti«twe«n Iran and Iraq would never 
have happened if fche United States were 
atronqec militarily in the Middle East. 

. ■ ■ if 

25 f. 

19 % 

28% 

28 % 

tfhe war between Iran and Iraq is pritnarily 
the result of a long-standing feud between 
■the tMo countries. 

56 


7 

4 

JiHny Carter has done all any pres Ideht 
could have done to free the hostages in Iran. 

25 


22 

. ■ '?. ■ . 

39 

Jimmy Carter is largely responsible for 
the hostage situation in Iran. 

17 

- 2:0 


32 

The United States should have given more 

Support to the Shah of Iran in order to 
saintain him in power. 

15 


. 11 

36 

If the hostages are released in the near 
future. Jimmy Carter should get credit for 
i their release. 

1 ' ' ' ' ■ 

12 

27 ■ 

"29 '■ 

32 

^ The war between Iran and Iraq would never 
have happened if Jimmy Carter had a more 
' forceful and consistent Middle Bast policy. 

20 

'.27 V-- 

27-.- 

30 

JififtBy Carter is controlling the timing of 
the hostage re^lease for political purposes.,"- , 


,-''..11 

24, 

50 ; 


souRCEf D/«/i^ October 2/ 1900 ^ ^ 
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Reagan Bush 0>mndtt^ 

^.orSi^uih Strw. <'^031 6M5-3400 


COKriDENTIAL 


MEMOIlANbaM raR 


ED MEESE 


FROMi 


STPP HALPEK 


THE HOSTAGE 0Ug5TI0^^ 


As TequeSc;:te-4>; .^'j9' ■put our ■.heada ^t.oget^er .on this. The 

follow 'f toiti ■•'Kevi.TT-- ;F I , and. 
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IRANIAN OBJECTIVES 


The Iranians know that the race is very close and that Carter will 
be susceptible to pressure in the next two weeks, perhaps more so 
than in the past month. Their objectives are: 


(RR and Carter 
has agreed to 
these) 


Matter for courts 


Unfreeze Iranian assets now held in 
the U.S. 

Cancel any and all claims against 
I ran. 

Promise by U.S. of non-intervention 
in Iran's internal affairs. 

Return Shah's assets. 


Public demand 


Remove AWAC ' s from Saudi Arabia. 


Private demand 
Private demand 


— Resupply 
Economic 


Iranian forces, 
assistance . 


Private demand 


Private demand 


US/USSR guarantee of sovereignty of 
Iranian territory . 

Peace-keeping force to sustain 
cease fire. 


The first four objectives have been publicly aired. Both Reagan 
and Carter have responded. The remaining five, we are told, have 
been raised in discussions between the two sides. 


The Iranians will attempt to get written commitments on as many of 
these as possible before the election, seeking to bind whoever is 
elected after November 4th. This view is buttressed by, among 
other things, a statement by Rajai today that "The American 
government also has special problems in respect to the elections, 
indicating they are ready to cooperate and meet the conditions 
that will be Set." 

The negotiations will conclude when the Iranians feel they have 
reached the point at which the cost of further delay is greater 
than the benefits to be expected from additional concessions. 

This will depend upon: 1) the events in the Iran-Iraq War, as 
they relate to Iran's ability to continue fighting; 2) the 
perceived firmness of Carter's negotiating posture; and 3) the 
prospect of Reagan's election. 

POLITIC -L RESPONSE: PRE RELEASE 

It is recommended that beginning now, up to the time the hostages 
are released. Governor Reagan's posture be to emphasize the 
following: 1) note that there are increasing signs that the 

hostages' release may be imminent. Greet this news cautiously, 
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but favorably. Ronald Reagan should express his hopes and prayers 
that the hostages will be coming home soon, even if it is the day 
before the election. 2) Insist, though, that the U.S. not 
complete any deals or trades until our people are home, and 

the conditions are made public. Add that we must be mindful of 
the long-range consequences of any arrangement we make. 

This pre-release posture serves to heighten the expectations of 
the hostages' release. This has two effects: 1) if the hostages 
are actually released, it ioes not come as such a surprise. Ry 
generating the expectation that this will occur, we could dull 
somewhat the outpouring of enthusiasm to be expected from the 
hostages' return. 2) If the hostages are not released before the 
election, Carter faces a heightened credibility problem because of 
the greater expectation of their release. 

RELEASE SCENARIOS 

There are 7 possible release scenarios considered her : 

1) No public agreement before election. 

2) Iran pledges release before election; U.S. agrees to spare 
parts exchange. 

3) Iran pledges release after election; U.S. agrees to parts 
exchange. 

4) Iran agrees to partial release before election and rest 
after; U.S. agrees to match release with parts. 

5) U.S. and Iran announce total agreement. All hostages are 
released (except the four who will stand trial) to Switzer- 
land on October 28th and arrive in U.S. A. on November 2nd. 

6) U.S. and Iran agree to gradual release matched by 
concessions . 

7) Total release of hostages, they arrive home first, and then 
the trade is initiated. 

POLITICAL RESPONSE: RELEASE SCENARIOS 

1) No Public Agreement . This is essentially a continuation of 
the pre-release phase. Throughout much of this time, RR 
should continue the line suggested earlier. As election day 
comes closer, RR could add a statement that he hopes Carter's 
actions aren't another attempt to raise expectations beyond 
what is justified. Within the last few days, surrogates 
should start pointing out how the hostages have been over 
there for almost a year, and that even if we get them home 
soon. Carter's policy has still failed because of the 
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indignity and suffering inflicted on the hostages and their 
families. They should say Carter should not get credit for 
remedying a situation that should been resolved long ago. 

2 ) Iran pledges release before election: U.S. agrees to parts 
exchange . Ronald Reagan's tone should be supportive and 
congratulatory, but cautious. Having expressed relief that 
the hostages will come home at last, his note of caution 
should contain the following elements: all the terms of the 
agreement must be made public; warn that the piecemeal supply 
of parts could commit us to one side — the result could be an 
oil cut-off from the other side. '^e implications of the 
wrong agreement could be more serious than the Vietnam War in 
the mid and long term. 

If- the hostages don't arrive on U.S. soil before the 
election, we can label the deal a failure. If they do arrive 
in time, we express relief but wonder if Carter gave away the 
store. 

3 ) Iran pledges release after the election; U.S. agrees to parts 
exchange. First reaction is relief. If parts are provided 
before the hostages arrive, we should wonder aloud what kind 
of an agreement it is that the U.S. makes all the concessions 
and still doesn't have its people home. Then we should 
express the hope that Carter hasn't entered into an endless 
process in which we keep supplying the Iranian war effort 
(with all that implies) and yet don't get our people back. 
Surrogates should begin demanding that Carter tell the 
American people when our people are coming home and criticize 
him for not getting our people home before we carried out our 
part of the bargain. As the election draws near surrogates 
and finally Reagan should label this a failure. 

4) Iran agrees to partial release before election, the rest 

later; U.S. agrees to match people for parts, group for 
group . First reaction is relief. Reagan should join the 
euphoria, particularly when the first group arrives. Rut, we 
should express caution. As in preceeding scenarios: Reagan 
should insist the deal made public; worn about being drawn 
into a war that could end with an oil cut-off; wonder aloud 
how long this could be drawn out; point out this is the first 
time the U.S. has been blackmailed on such a grand scale — can 
we expect more of this in the future? As we approach ;♦ 

election day, decry the humiliation of our position and ^a 
graphic, poignant illustration of the failure of the Carter 
presidency. 
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5 ) U.S. and Iran announce total agreement. All hostages are 
released (except 4, said to be CIA» who will stand trial) to 
Switzerland. They arrive Geneva on October 28 and in U>S*A. 
on November 2 . First reaction relief and congratulations to 
the hostages ‘ families. At the same time, Reagan should 
express deep sorrow that the administration made an 
arrangement that left four loyal Americans in the hands of 
terroris ts--probably to face life imprisonment or death. As 
the election approaches, we should decry the political 
expediency, the slick nature of the deal. Call it a 
humiliation before the eyes of the world brought on America 
by a desperate politician. 

We* might want to consider meeting with a few of the returned 
hostages if it can ce arranged. 

6 ) U.S. and Iran agree to release matched by parts. Process to 
begin after election . Reagan should express relief and then 
demand that details be made public. Express the hope that 
this is not simply another example of the Wisconsin 
syndrome — list Carter hypes before important primaries. 

As November 4 nears, label it a failure. If he can't get 
them out when it's so important to his election, what makes 
anyone think he can do so later. 

7 ) Total release of hostages. They arrive home first and then 
trade /concession initiated" For the first few days, Reagan 
should be thankful and express relief that hostages are home 
Gradually, he should shift away from the issue, concentrate 
on economics, and emphasize comparisons there. Gradually, 
surrogates should start raising questions about why Carter 
waited so long to get the hostages back. 

SUMMARY 


There are, undoubtedly, scenarios that are not addressed here. Of 
the ones we have covered, the following can be said: 

1) In virtually all scenarios, we respond positively in the 
first two to three days. 

2) Any movement on this issue will pre-empt the debate 
results — should the hostages come home on the 28th or later. 
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3) because of Carter's established pattern of springing "good 
news" on the eve of an election — the Wisconsin syndrome — we 
should expect something like this to haopen in the October 31 
to November 3 period and warn people accordingly. 

4) We must be prepared for Carter to use the line "I've got a 
deal all set. If Reagan comes in, it's off." 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

To: Ed Meece 
From: B ob Gray 

1. As we reach for contingency plans re hostages %#e should keep 

in mind our ability to sow a story or start news trends by non-attribu 
comments to newsmen. If we leak to news sources our knowledge of the 
Carter-planned events, spelling out what Carter will do to make a medi 
event of the release-phased return to the states, a White House event, 
ticker parade, possible use of Mondale, etc., we can get the press say 
Carter is politicizing the issue, following his media plan, etc*. 

2. In contrast to our famous anonymous Reagan aide quoted in Lou 
Cannon this morning, we should be saying the hostage resolution will 
not be making any difference in the vote, does not change the overridi 
issues of the campaign, etc.. 

3. After the Governor joins in the rejoicing "that our long wait for 
resolution of this issue is finally over" we should be taking the 
approach "we cannot allow this happy moment to divert us from our miss 
to tell the American public about the Carter record, etc.." 

4 . After the hostage return the Governor should "recognize I now 
have an even heavier responsibility to redouble my efforts to spotligh 
the Carter record. If I do not the voters might— in a momentary happi 
ness— make a decision they would regret for another four years'* 
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October 29 , 1980 


The Honorable Paul Laxalt 
Bill Casey ^ 

Ed Meese 


From: 


Richard S. Williamson 


The FINAL Days — October Surprise shifts to 
November Desperation Ploy 


If our polls are wrong and the election looks close, 
Jimmy Carter will not take any great risk in the closing days 
of the campaign. He will do what he has been doing, but 
harder. However, if our polls are correct and Ronald Reagan 
has a significant lead in the electoral college vote, then we 
can expect Carter to make a dramatic drastic move on Saturday 
or Sunday . 

The keys to a Carter victory are for him to bring the 
Democratic voters back home again and get out the vote . 


Return to His Roots 

When cornered and in the clutch a fighter draws upon 
his instincts as nurtured by his roots and past experience. As 
a politician Jimmy Carter's record is clear. He is not 
restrained by normal bounds of decency. He is in the "southern 
tradition." And he has used the "Sunday" surprise to his advan- 
tage in the past. 

■ Southern ' pals of the Carter bent are the sort that 
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cut their own campaign HQ phone lines on Sunday and call in 
the press to blame their opponents of dirty tricks. 

In 1976 on the Thursday before election day, President 
Ford had come from behind to draw even with Jimmy Carter in 
the polls. Some public opinion polls even gave Gerald Ford a 
1 point lead. Then on Sunday, Jimmy Carter played his surprise. 

The segregation policy of Carter’s Plains First Baptist 
Church had been a minor theme during the campaign. On Sunday, 
October 31, 1976, before national network television cameras 
the Reverend Clennon King, a black, from the Divine Mission 
Church in nearby Albany, Georgia demanded entrance into Mr. Carter's 
Church. He was denied entry. Dramatically, Jimmy and Rosalyn 
Carter emerged at the Church's door. He delivered a carefully 
crafted statement saying that he recognized the rights of the 
Church to set its membership — thereby not offending southern 
whites — but that he thought blacks should be admitted to his 
church. He went on to mention his efforts to desegregate that 
church in the past. Then Mr. Carter said that since his minister 
would not admit the black Rev. Clennon King to services that he 
and his wife, as an act of conscience, had no choice but to walk 
out . 

Carter aides went further. They told the media that it 
could not have been just coincidence that Rev. King had shown up 
at the Plains, Georgia First Baptist Church on the Sunday before 
election day. They charged that the Ford campaign had engager 
in ’ Nixonian" “Watergate*' dirty politics, that the Ford carr.p:- . - t. 
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was behind the incident. 

The ploy was a 10~strlke for Jipniy Carter ! The media 
gave the incident enormous play. It dominated Sunday's network 
television, radio and the Monday newspapers. It tarnished the 
nice guy Jerry Ford image (raising Nixonian tactics and there- 
fore subliminally Ford's controversial pardon of Nixon w’as an 
added Carter spin). It showed Jimmy Carter the decent com- 
passionate man of principle taking a "difficult stand"; 
reaffirming his commitment to racial equality. It stimulated the 
black vote — increased the turn-out in that '76 decisive consti- 
tuency. Further, his bold dramatic stand for racial equality 
reassured traditional Democratic liberals of the Humphrey-Kennedy 
wing that this southern born-again fiscal conservative was really 
one of them. As he symbolically showed by beginning his '76 
general election campaign at FDR's Warm Springs, Georgia retreat, 
Jimmy Carter was a man in the tradition of the father of the 
modern Democratic Party, Franklin Deleno Roosevelt. 

This ploy returned the final decisive political 
momentum to Jimmy Carter in 1976. He'll try something again. 

Carter Options 

1. The Hostages : Humpty Dumpty has fallen apart, and 
it is doubtful that all the President's rzen and all the Presi- 
dent's horses can put him back together again. 

The American Hostages in Iran probably will not get out 
before election. If they do get cut, it will not be the result 
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of Jimmy Carter. He is as much a victim of events as we are. 
Further, the public cynicism on the issue has increased 
dramatically. If the hostages are released, almost 50% of 
Americans say the release would be "political**. 

Consequently, Mr. Carter cannot bank the hostage 
situation. It probably will not happen. If it does, politi- 
cally the release will cut both ways. 

2. Poland : The trade union agreement with the communist 
government has hemorrhaged. Polish functionaries were called to 
Moscow for consultations. Probably nothing will happen; but a 
dramatic event in fact is not necessary. As we have said for 
months, a Carter '*0ctober Surprise'* does not need a real crisis 
to work. Carter Just needs a slight strain somewhere around the 
globe to create a crisis mentality. 

The Polish situation could be a catalyst — sufficient 
smoke for Carter to act. He could cancel his schedule and 
dramatically return to Washington. Sunday afternoon he could 
address the American people from the Oval Office. With the 
American flag behind him in the solemnity of the Oval Office he 
could tell the American people about a deteriorating situation 
in Poland. Ke could go on "boldly" to assert that he stands 
firmly behind the freedom loving workers of Poland and he will 
commit America to defend the freedom of the Polish workers from 
Soviet intimidation and threat. 

Thereby, Carter is bold. Surrounded by the aura of 
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the Presidency he is taking action. And our numbers show that 
an issue that cuts in this election is that voters don't 
want America to be pushed around by other countries. Further, 
since he has no warmonger baggage he can afford to be more 
hawkish and instead of hurting him, it helps his image. He 
appeals to the sizeable Polish vote and other large European 
ethnic voter groups. He can give a Catholic spin by citing Pope 
John Paul II in his' remarks. He can play the labor union theme. 
He dominates the news, captures momentum, stimulates Democratic 
voter turn-out. 

3. Racism : The black issue is the old southern tar 
baby that southern pols love to beat on. For years it was a 
call to support segregation. Now the ‘southern pol uses the 
race issue to play on the guilt of whites and enflame the 
blacks by denouncing inequality. This is the card Carter played 
in 1976. It is the card he played before the Ebenezer Baptist 
Church in Atlanta in September. It is the card Carter played 
yesterday in Newark, New Jersey when he addressed a congregation 
of black ministers at the Bethany Baptist Church and said, 
"Governor Reagan may not know it but to millions and millions of 
Americans who suffered racial injustice for 300 years, it was not 
simply a problem, it was a lifelong disaster." 

An intelligent vigorous smear campaign against Ronald 
Reagan as a racist can have the following beneficial effects for 
Jimmy Carter: 1) stimulate greater black voter turn-out — a 
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pivotal factor in a number of areas on election day; 2) raise 
doubts about Reagan among moderate Anderson-type Republicans; 

3) increase voter turn-out among other Democratic voter groups 
from the Kennedy-wing and among Jews; 4) capture some momentum. 

4. Attack ’’Watergate** Tactics : Carter can charge 
vigorously and self-righteously the Reagan/Bush campaign of dirty 
politics — Nixonian tactics smelling of Watergate. I am not aware 
of any acts that can remotely be called dirty politics engaged 
in by our campaign. I am confident none of the top campaign 
leadership is aware of any unethical activities. But politics is 
politics, and someone at the local levels may be doing some 
pranks. We must be cleaner than Ceasar's wife. But, truth takes 
time to catch up with a smear charge. And, I'd be prepared for 
Carter to charge dirty tricks and to raise the haunting spector 
of Nixonian tactics. 

Again, this would help bring the Democrats back home. 

And, it might increase voter turn-out. 

Summary : I do not see any of these Carter options as a 

home run for him. But I am convinced that if our polls are 
correct, he'll take a dramatic risky move on Saturday or Sunday. 

It may be one of the above, a combination of them, or perhaps 
something we have not thought of. 

Suggested Reagan/Bush Actions 

1. Cleaner Than Ceasar's Wife : To the extent possible, 
let's have a call down from national HQ to the field for all 
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campaign workers to be scrupulously ethical, clean, above 
board during the final hectic days. This might curb potential 
excessive enthusias:n . 

2. Set The Stage : We did a good job at weakening 
Carter’s position on the Iranian Hostage issue by bounding away 
at the ’’October Surprise" theme beginning in August. We set 

the stage. The press began to look for the politically expedient 
October Surprise. 

With the hostage release plans blown assunder, with Carter 
having lost the debate, with the polling numbers down, we 
should predict a Carter "November Desperation Ploy". We should 
set the stage again. Create cynicism in the press. We should 
pre-empt Carter's move. 

The staff on the plane, the HQ communicant ions department, 
and, critically, the top campaign leadership at HQ should spread 
the work to the media: we expect a sleazy "Carter November 
Desperation Ploy" . 

The Carter remarks yesterday at the Bethany Baptist 
Church and reports that this Sunday Mr. Carter is scheduled to 
speak at black churches in Chicago, Detroit and Philadelphia lead 
me to believe that at least one offensive surely will be the 
reported charge that Reagan is racist. Let's set the stage-- 
let ’ s not over-react. 

3. No Over-Reaction : Something will hit Saturday or 
Sunday. Critically, Governor Reagan and Ambassador Bush should 
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be prepared for it to minimize the risk of an intemperate 
over-reaction. Also, the staff on the campaign plane should 
be fully prepared for calm damage control if necessary. The 
HQ campaign leadership should be available and similarly 
postured throughout the weekend. 

(An Addendum focuses further on a Reagan/Bush strategy 
on the RACISM issue.) 
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ADDENDUM 

To rebate a possible Carter November Desperation 
Ploy on Sunday we must set the stage. As discussed 
above, a racism charge is a likily theme that Mr. Carter 
will continue to play - and one he will try to enflamie 

9 

through some contrived event on Saturday or Sunday. 

The following is a suggested statement that could be 
marketed to the media by the top campaign staff at HQ 
and on the plane: 

We can only assume Mr. Carter is a desperate 
man. His October surprise fell apart, his campaign 
is not only lagging in key states but nationally, 
and he has failed to scare hone the Democrats. 

What we expect is an act of November desperation. 

Mr. Carter probably will return to the desperate 
methods used earlier this year: rhetoric of racism, 
hatred and fear. His last resort is to stir emotion 
trough contrived events and falsehoods. Only such 
politically manipulated emotion has a chance now to 
turn out disaffected Democrats. If he tries it, he 
will prove he is desperate, and if he is that desperate, 
for him it is already too late. 
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Memorandum 
To: .Tony Dolan 

Re: Political Countermeasures upon Release of the Hostages 
From; Larry Seidler 
Date: October 25, 1980 


Should any or ail of the hectacec be freed 
before the election it is of paramount importance to 
have this event backfire upon Mr. Carter. The meains • 
to this end demand the utmost e.xercise in tact and 
center around voter awareness of two themes. 

1 . JIMMY CARTER: THE HERO OF HIS OWN CP.ISIS 

A simple review of the facts ieadina up to the 
November 1979 seizure of the American embassy in Teheran 
clearly shows that the hostages would not have been 
seized but for the actions of the Carter administration 
which practically speaking”set them up" through incompetence. 
A review of the facts leading up to the seizure is enough 
to lay the blame on the Carter administration; 

. The U.S. embassy in Teheran was breifly occupied 
in 1978 after the fall of the Shah. 

. U.S. embassy officials in Teheran then requested 
stronger protective measures. 

. Nothing was done. 

. U.S. Embassy officials in Teheran then complained 
about inaction on stronger security measures to 
U.S. Department of State 

. U.S. Embassy officials in Teheran warned the U.S. 
Department of State that they would probably be 
taken hostage is the Shah was admitted to the 
United States 

. U.S. State Department officials acknowledged this 
and promised stronger protection and advance warning 
if the Shah was admitted to the United States 

. The Shah was admitted to the United States on 
November 4, 1979 and there was no advance warning 
to the U.S. embassy in Teheran 
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. The U.S. embassy in Teheran was immediately 
seized auid hostages were taken. 

The above facts lead to the conclusion that but 

for the failure to improve protection and warn the 
U.S 

U.S. embassy in Teheran the hostages would not have 
been seized. Carter and his State Department were 
responsible for the seizure through incompetence and 
failure to heed warnings . 

The "Jimmy Carter: Hero of his Own Crisis " 
approach to the hostage release coupled with the 
suspicion and cynicism arising from a release or 
deal on the eve of the election could cause the 
entire matter to backfire. 

It will look like Carter negligently set up 
the embassy to be seized then then used them for 
a series of political gains culminating in the 
attempt to trick the American people by a release 
just before the election. 

2 . PLAYING POLITICS WITH THE HOSTAGES 

This theme shows that Carter has been playing 

politics with the hostages all along. The timely 

release of the hostages on the eve of the election 

of events demonstrating the 
is the final step of a long series of political 

use of the hostage crisis: 

.The "Rose Garden” strategy of using the hostage 
crisis as an excuse to dodge primary ceunpaigning . 

. The 7:18 A.M. television announcement of a 
breakthrough in the hostage crisis on the 
morning of the Wisconsin primary when in fact 
there was no breakthrough. 
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.The April 26 "raid** on Teheran which was 
criticized in the official report as poorly 
planned and inadequately manned and widely 
perceived by our allies as a desparate act. 

( The Economist s Le Monde , Die Welt , The Times) 

. The sudden "manageability” of the crisis a 
few days later which signalled an emergence 
from the Rose Garden and return to campaigning. 

. Finally, the release of the hostages just 
before the election, on terms which (probably ) 
could have been negotiated before the campaign. 

This final political use of the hostages for the 
effort 

e:fort of re-electing Jimmy Carter can be pointed out 
in an ad using the question: 

WHY DID THE CARTER ADMINISTRATION WAIT UNTIL 
THE ELECTION TO GET THE HOSTAGES BACK? 

The the above instances of prior political use of 
the hostage crisis could be set below to create the 
impression that the November release of the hostages 
is the final act in a chain of political uses. This 
would raise suspicion and cynicism of a pre-election 
deal/release of the hostages. 

3. OTHER PLOYS 


A riskier avenue of approach is the theme that 
the release of the hostages before the election is 
Ayatollah Khomeini's vote for Jimmy Carter. (Note: 

Rajai himself said that he”doesn't want America's 
government (Carter administration) to fall.” 

Similarly, the recent pardon of ”al 1” American 
prisoners in Cuba amounts to Fidel Castro's vote 
for Carter. And Castro has said that he wants to 
see Carter re-elected. 
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To.s'-''. • • All Reagan/Bush staff 
Fromr, .,, .William Xasey, 

Precautions roust be taken to make sure nothlb.g ,1% 
to . out campaign organization that could in any iwaiy be said to 
jeopardize the possibility of securing the release of the 
hostages. That roeaiia that nobody, except those who are speci' 
fically authorized, eaptess opinions tp the inedia from now 
until : Election Day ».■ ■ , . 
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MEMORANDOM TO? GOVEBMOR REAGAB 
BO MEESB 


FROM: BILL GASSY 


X am sending you a memoranduni pvepaxed for bm by 
Charlie Brother, Chief Legal Advisor at the State Oepartaen' 
when I was there. It is on the costs and nethods of neetli 
Iranian conditions for the release of the hostages. 


In a nutshell, it concludes that Carter could 
asseirt legal authority to return Iranian assets free of 
attachments and tendnate suits and claims against Iran. 
This would be done under the Presidential constitutional 
power to conduct foreign policy, but would give all those 
suf feeing loss from this process the right to claim conin'*' 
sation from the Onited States Government. They would have 
to collect by some Congressionally enacted claims procedure 
or by suit in the Court of Claims '«^Qse judgments Congress 
has always honored. 


In short, such a deal would amount to the deferred 
payment of tasiaem of an undetermined amount trtiich would 
certainly run Into several billions. As to the Shah's 
assets. Carter could do what Roosevelt did in recognising 
the Soviet Union in 1933, namely, take an assignment from 
Iran of its claimed rights against the Shah, collect on 
these claims and tom the proceeds over to the Iranians. 

^is could put the United States In the ungraceful picture 
of undertaking to locate and collect on the Shah’ a assets 
for the benefit of Iran. So, while this might be doable, 
the political coat would be enormous. I therefore expect 
Carter to projact a show of strength and protect the dignity 
and honor of the United States by rejecting these demands as 
outrageous. 


I believe he will be widely perceived as having 
engaged in a desperate last attempt to manipulate the 
hoetages again for political benefit and to have once more 
bungled it. If this anSliy^^^ le correct, we should eay very 
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president vlll agree to assint the proceedure to get the 
Shaa weath back to Iran* 

Iranian govement Is paying $800*000 

to aberranth via U.S. Gcvemment to locate abersee to get 
the shaha funds* 

XXX 

Secret meetings i Paris * Geneva / 
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MEMORANDUM 


For : 
From: 
Subj : 




Stef Haloe 


Iran-Iraq Conflict 


September 24, 1980 


Ref: Conversation with General Brent Scowcroft and 

Dr. A1 Cottrell, Director, Middle East Studies CSIS 


o CONFLICT : 

Accelerating. Naval engagments in the Persian Gulf and 
Shat-El Arab. Mutiple craft lost. Frigates and gun 
boats. Air engagements in Gulf, and Abadan refinery 
area, Bagdad. Iraqi planes have raided 8 military 
bases across Iran. Iran attacked chemical complex at 
Basra . 

Iraqi troops now 10 miles inside Iran. 

Iraq bombed Kargh Island severely deunaging Iran's 
ability to export oil. 

O LENGTH CONFLICT 

Could be several weeks depending on level of effort. 
Iraqi's well supplied. Have approximately 1000 Soviet 
technicians. Have spare parts. Aircraft now well- 
maintained. Can't repair rapidly. 

Iranians have few spare parts. Even if U.S. provided 
them no technicians to put them in. (218 tech, reps 
who serviced the 70 F-4's all gone) . 

Spare parts could make little or no difference^ in force 
capacity at this time. 
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"''22TI'"T!I2rr^ ptKno«»^ Ihe Ronald R«a*an Ubtaiy i 

froths- 


USSR - not anxious for crisis to expand, 
way to profit from it 


Will look for a 


will put self forward as mediator 

can restrain Iraq. V.S. car^not 

Can only gain from the conflict and Its readiu^ 

Will under-sdore iUS* failure in the region, Iran - a 
U.S. friend now on its knees ? Iraq a UUSR client now in ascendancy 
Testament to the failure^>pf the U.S^ policy - 

If Khomeini cails oil anyone it viil be the USSR. They 
can impact Iraq in return fpr^^c from Iran 

I RAjQ now is the time to settle old scores. Iran is diaorganized 
i^prepared r officer corps in -disar^^ the situation was never 
better fox^^raqi • ' 

Intelligence .^^ / 

Hostly satallite 

Some recon 

few ground sources 

Straits of Honm fti 

waters^ Must keep straits 

open, Iraq may try to take the in 

the middle of the straits*; 

Hostaqeg 

Delay* Teheran one problem town* KnoiReini and Bani-Sadr 
directly involved in war. Settlement soon viewed as unlikely. 

Wo clear authority in; Teheran 


Karqh Island 
Bombed. 


75% of all Iranian oil goes out through Kargh 
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Island 
I^apenese 

/ Wring hands ^ No action 
• •. Energy 

401 of qii world flows through gplf. 

K ey Point 620470282 , 

If the admiM had paid proper attention to the 

stability of the regioh tt^ls wou not have happened. Under 
the Shah-^ quid pro quo. Both Iran and Iraq ^^nted to preserve 
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oil reserves and revenues. This was source of the 
regional stability. Iraqi dont trust Khomeini - afraid 
a religious, fundamentalist movement like this in Iraq 
could possibly topple government 

Mr. Carter’s chickens are coming home to roost. 
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UNITED NATIONS RESPONSE: 


at the Ronald Reagan Library 



The U.N. held urgent consultations on Tuesday but the Soviets 
questioned the propriety of issuing a statement of concern without 
a formal meetin of the 15 member body AS OF 2:00 p.m. WEDNESDAY 
THERE HAD STILL NOT BEEN A RESOLUTION OR STATEMENT OP CONCERN ISSUED 


OIL SUPPLY: 

Today the State Department predicted that both nations would 
cut off oil shipments through the Persian Gulf today, although Iraq 
can continue to send oil by pipeline to the Mediterranean, Oil industry 
sources are reported as estimating that the non-Communist world 
currently has reserves adequate to last roughly 100 days (till 
approximately the end of the year). 

SEA TRAFFIC: 


Lloyd's register of ships indicated that there could be about 

600 vessels in or heading for the Persian Gulf which, could be 

affected, including tankers, and general cargo vessels. Kuwaiti news 

agency quoted shipping sources in London as saying that as of 

Wednesday international shipping compauiies were diverting their^’;- 
vessels from Iran and Iraqi ports in the_ danger zone of the cur rent 
conflict. 

WHITE HOUSE RESPONSE: ^ ' — — 

In a campaign trip to the West Coast yesterday ~Carter~said^ 

"What we w an t to do is cal m t he s ituation and mot aggravate it^ so 

any comment by me about the use of American forces wouW'be “ ~ 

completely inappropriate." 

Today Carter called in his senxor Torelgn policy adVl'sdtd 
pi^t together a statement reaffirming Americem neutrality in the 
"^current conflict. ' 

V 

IRAQI ULTIMATUM: . - ___< 

~ AtReuters reported at 6:57 today that Iraqi military comroandirs— 
gave an ultimatum to the Iranian forces and "ordered them to surrender 
within 6 hours. " ^ . 

The fuller report stated that Iraqi gound forces had surrounded 
Abadan, Muhcunmerah to the North, and Qasr-E-Shirin in the North, and 
that Iraqi forces were pushing to Kermanshah to the East. 

INVOLVEMENT OF OTHER NATIONALS: 6S247 028 4 000492 

A total of 700 Americans were reported to be in Iraq when the 
fighting begam, many of them in the Basra area that waia.. attacked .by. _ 
Iranian planes Tuesday. Some of these, roughly 300 Americans are believe 
to. have been evacuated; the State Department has reported that 3 
Americans are missing and a late breaking report by CBS news today 
notes that 10 Americans have been killed in an attack by Iran on Iraq 

Additionally, 300 Brittons were evacuated on Tuesday, from Basra, Iraq, 






EVACUATIONi CONT: 


The French engineering firm of Technip evacuated 16 French and 70 
Filipino workers from Basra and Susayr, Iraq^ on Tuesday, while 
Technip* s Italian subsidiary Techipetrol withdrew 20 Italians 
and 270 Filipinos 


MILITARY: 

AIR: Iraqi planes attacked Iran's main terminal on Kharg Island today, 

the island is 125 miles southeast of the disputed Shatt al Harb 
waterway, area of most of the previous fighting. 

Reports also indicate fresh Iraqi air strikes today on airfields 
in the Western /cities of Tabriz and Kermanshah - 

Previously reported Iraqi strikes on Western Iranian^ cities on Mon 
and Tuesday had killed a total of 40 civiliams and injgred over 
300. 


LAND: Iraq said today its ground forces, in a thrust toward Tehraui, 

captured Quasr-e-Shirin, the first town on the highway to the 
IrMiem capital. The reported 

The reported capture of Qasr-E Shir in, the first population 

center taken in the war, appeared to be a bold extension of 

the Iraqi* adv^ance on two fronts with' the thrust in the North 
heading for Tehr 2 ui« 

The other front is centered in the South with its goal appeauring 
to be a knockout blow- of the crippled oil facility bf~ Abadan 

Iraqi— forcee-sur rounded- thr e e - cities" ii]r~t he Abadan area^anfT'have" 
demanded that Iramian forces there surrender by this evening (11:0 

EM^— 

NAVAL: Iranian and Iraqi forces also engaged in battles in the Persian G 


HOSTAGES : 

The fighting, now in its third day, forced Iran's Parliament to 
"FREEZE INDEFINITELY •• the debate on the fate of the 52 
Americans who have been held for 326 days. 
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memo 

TO: ED MEESE 

FROM: A'lTHONY R. DOLAN 

RE: HOSTAGE RELEASE 


1. I have received this information from an excellent source 
who is a close associate of someone on the Senate committee 
on intelligence. 

2. ‘t^is source says his associate has told him the following; 

(a) The hostages are assembled in the embassy in Tehran. 

{ b A deal has been cut and is a virtual certainity. The 
deal calls for spare parts in exchange for the hostages, 
(c) The hostages will released next week after the Senate 
committee issues some sort of Uif -baked apology or 
explanation for our actions in Iran. 


3. What is significant is that this information came to me 
late yesterday before the Chicago report about spare parts 
at McGuire Air Force Base. 

U . I have been trying all last night and today to check this 
information but the source is out of town. Am working on 
it though. 

5. Again, not sure of this information at all -- but would 
suggest call to Ted Stevens about it. App. 0858 
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MEMORANDUM FOR GOVERNOR REAGAN 
BILL CASEY 
EO MEESE 
DICK WIRTHLIN 

FROM: DICK ALLEN 

/ 

i 

This rooming at 10:40 I had a call from an un i ;npeach.ih ic 
source who has received inforruation dirncclv from ABC XY/, 

ABC XYZ has said that rhc last week of OcLohcr Is the 
likely time for the hostages to be released. He further cold the source 
that this could come "at any moroent, as a bolt out of rhe blue." To his 
certain knowledge, "the Iranians want to liquidate the (risis," aiul do 
not feel that they must wait for any "particular initiative from ti»r 
United States." 

Bani Sadr has been strengthened in recent weeks, 
particularly as a result t'f the conduct of tlic w.i r . ABC XY7. tolled i he 
sources attention to the story printed in today’s New Yo rk Tin>es on 
page A-14 ("Iranians Said to Want Captives Free") in which Bani Sadr is 
quoted directly as wanting "to send the hostages home immediately, thus 
erasing what he regards as the biggest single blot on the record <^1 
Islamic Iran." 



Regarding the matter of spare pai ts in exchange for the 
hostages, ABC XYZ indicated that the Administration had declared publicly 
and privately chat if the hostage matter could be resolved, "we are 
prepared to listen to any type of relationship they raav want, ranging 
from economic aid to the sale of military spares." He added however, 
that there was no question of selling the spares priot to the release of 
the hostages. ^ 

The source asked him if Iran is able to get spares 
clandestinely, and ABC XYZ responded chat a limited amount 'f equipment 
Is available on the open market including "shock absorbers, batteries, 
pressure gages, vacuum gages and other flight instruments, all the way 
up to parts for F-4 Phantom lets." However, there are "no .< i ; 4 ni f i cant 
quantities available," which ABC XYZ indicates would mean rliat there are 
"not enough to affect the outcome of the war." 

When asked about the prospect for resolution oi the hostage 
crisis, ABC XYZ said that "more and more speeches arc coming out of Iran 
that Iran is being held hostage by this whole crisis, and not the hostages 
themselves." In other words, he indicated chat the Admin i sc r . 1 1 on feels 
that some sort of "reality" is creeping into the Iranian leadership at 


SEN SITIVE AND CON FI nENTlAt. 
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this point.** When asked by the source whether clu* f 'urre shoii:J prep.ire 
to cover the prospect of release on a daily basis, AdC XY" "No, 

you are probably safe for this week and maybe even next wevk. Surprises 
could happen at the end of the month." 

This is main-line information. We jre preparing to assess 
it« and will attempt to keep you posted on a moment *s notice of any 
changes. Ve will have to be quite attentive to the "bull out of the 
blye" aspect. 
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PRIVATg AMP CONFlDPinAI. 


NixKTT.PirB Wall Sthut 

KXtk'TORIL N. T. lOOOS 

S*pt«inb«r 3,1980 

ljUr« Jawg BaXT 
Resgan-Bush Committaa 
901 South Highland St., 4th floor 
Arlington, VA 22204 

Saar Jiat 

Barb Cohan • tha guy that of farad halp on tha Iranian 
hoataga situation - called oa yastarday afternoon. He says 
that ha feels sura that if Reagan does not goof batwaan now 
and tha election and is leading Carter by tha middle of 
October, Carter will make a move on Iran. Ha cannot coma 
out now and say that Carter is going to do something on 
Iran in October because ha said everything is a contingency 
plan that is loose and fluid from day to day. Tha adminis- 
tration would deny anything ha said at this point. They 
have several contingency plans which call for different 
types of action but would deny revelation of any of them at 
this point. 

Herb says, however, that if ha and others in the administration 
who really care about the country and cannot stand to sea 
Carter playing polities with tha hostages, sea Carter making 
a move to politicize tha release of tha hostages he and they 
will coma out at that time and expose him. 

Barb says tha carter people do not trust tha State Department. 
Hhila Vance was still Secretary of State, Herb made a remark 
that Vance tiould know the answer to a particular question and 
Basdlton Jordan asked him, "Wist does he know? He's only a 
desk officer." They don't trust Muskie either. The only 
people, according to Herb, who isake policy are Ham Jordan, 

Jodie Powell, Cutler and Rosalynn, together with the President. 
Mondale is sort of on the second tier but not on the inner* in. 

Herb has a couple of reliable sources on the National Security 
Council, about whom the administration does not know, who can 
keep him posted on developments. 

Mould you like to meet him some time in the next few weeks? 

Be is also willing to help us evaluate gdopolitical situatLona 


O' 
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and to 9 ivo. political holp ia tho fora of aaoooaaont of 
problem JUll^cuggeatliig aolutiona to thaa. Bo la a bright 
guy and could bo quite helpful* X think. 


1*11 mit to hear froa you If you would like to aeo Herb to 
dlacuaa both of theae mttera. 



PSBtcda 
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document located in classified appendix 
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document located in classified appendix 
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document located in classified appendix 
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TMi MUITAIIV AtmSTANT _ . 

5/25/84 


NCnE FOR ASD(ISA) 

OBRU: USD(P) 

For action. SecOef's coonents read 
as follows: 

"Rich: We nust stop this nonsense. 
Would you draft for me a ve^ strong 
neno to Bud McParlane pointing out 
this. All this totally undermines 
our efforts to dry up supplies to 
Iran." 


Oolin L. Fowell \ 

Major General » USA 
Senior Milita^ Assistant 
to the Secretary of Defense 


^ ^ ^ ^ A 

• ^ 
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Translation - French 


June 1980 

The Charter Masters Company SA. in Paris, which specializes in arranging difficult air 
transport was contacted by SETI International to settle a series of light arms shipments 
between Portugal (the Alverca military air base) and Teheran, Mehrabad Airport, for the Office 
of the President of the Islamic Republic of Iran (the consignee). 

The operation concerned an initial series of 14 consecutive flights in a Boeing cargo 707, and 
was to be followed by four other series, i.e., a total of 70 flights. 

The supplier: F.M.C. Lisbon, represented by Mr. von Hajek, resident at Senlis near Paris, had 
entered into this transaction with Mr. Heidari, acting as the personal representative (allegedly) 
of the Presidency of the Iranian Republic. At Heidari ’s recommendation SETI had been put 
in charge of the transport and coordination of the operation. 

The Portuguese weapons were to be delivered c 'r.ir i: tees, and in no case was the Iranian 
Army to be notified about them. 

Contact was made with the Lebanese company TMA (Trans-Mediterranean Airways) to lease 
the Boeing 707s and a contract in principle was accepted. An initial deposit of 50,000 US$ was 
paid by Charter Masters S A. into TMA’s account at the Soci6t6 Cx^n^rale (offices in the Rue 
Lafayette in Paris) for deploying the first airplane. 

The letter of credit for approximately 200 million dollars, it would appear, never reached the 
supplier, who canceled the operation in August 1980. 

A few months later a question was brought up in the Majlis Assembly in Teheran 200 

million dollars for purchasing light arms for the committees had been transferred upon 
instructions from the Ayatollah Rafsanjani (copies of the documents had been circulated by 
employees of the Markazi Bank), but the weapons in question had still not been delivered. 
Rafsanjani refused to accept debate on this and the matter was not debated. 

A few weeks later, the director of the TMA Company in Paris (Jacques Raphael) issued a denial 
concerning any operations involving arms transport to Iran by his company’s planes. 


July 1980 

The contacts between Heidari and several French companies, one of which was SETI, were 
concerned with a number of civilian markets, particularly: 
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Ek)uipment CATERPILLAR 
GALUON 
FIAT UNIC 
HILLMAN 
MERCEDES BENZ 

GENERAL MOTORS (railway equipment) 

and various foodstuffs (frozen chickens, meat...) on behalf of state-owned companies in Iran: 
(jeneral Trade Company and Iran Meat Organization. 

Mr. Heidari was adroit at presenting these markets as nearly a sure thing, which allowed him 
to ask for his commissions in advance and then give preference to the company who 
commissioned him. The vice-president general director [sic] of SETI, the principal stockholder 
in the company thus personally took the initiative of commissioning Heidari "a priori,” even 
without any business being done (50 percent commission paid in Peuis at the Credit Lyonnais 
des Champs ^ily8^s and 50 percent in London at the Barclay Bank). 

In return for this commission, the SETI Company was conceded exclusive rights to the markets 
dealt with by Interparts in Iran, of which Heidari was (and still is) a member of the Board of 
Eixecutives and a minority stockholder. 

The commissions collected by Heidari were strictly personal and were not taken into account 
by the company in Teheran. 

August 1980 

The general director of Interparts <3orp., Karim Minachi, came to Paris to discuss possible 
contracts and to ratify new agreements with SETI Int. 

From the very first meeting, face-to-face with Minachi, various questions were touched on 
concerning the military sectors and relatively precise information was communicated regarding 
the needs of the Iranian armed forces. 

A first, rather general, proposal was formulated concerning aeronautical equipment 
(components for the F4, F5, and F14), transmission and surveillance (field radar), and 
instructors who could take care of training Iranian specialists in this equipment. 

It is to be noted that at these meeting only Heidari spoke; the discussions were held in French, 
and his partner, Minachi, had to be content with rapid asides in Farsi which were given 
generously. 

Following the proposal formulated by Heidari regarding finding specialists in aeronautics and 
broadcasting, an initial contact was made with a specialist in this kind of operation, enjoying 
the confidence of the French [special] services: Roger Faulques, just back from a mission to 
Saudi Arabia. Roger Faulques is considered a super-mercenary who undertakes recruitment 
and training of military or paramilitary forces (v. Biafra). 

A provisory agreement was drawn up subject to an examination of the financial and technical 
conditions and a tacite agreement with the French [special] services. 
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. THE FINANCIAL CONDITIONS 

These were not really discussed, as Heidari had just suffered a setback after having attempted 
to do some recruiting in the Marseilles underworid...and contemplating an improbable solution 
suggested to him by his Marseilles contacts: payment of mercenaries for shiploads of opium. 
Apparently the ms^or reason for this setback was the complete lack of a ''technical profile" for 
the specialists, m a kin g any kind of "contract" for technical assistance completely preposterous. 
Roger Faulques has done a preliminary study on the technical and social environment (living 
conditions) for such an operation. 


. the technical conditions 

Roger Faulques asked for an up-to-date inventory of the deficiencies and immediate needs of 
the Iranian armed forces. Accoi^ng to Heidari it wouldi>e impossible to draw up an inventory 
of this sort, as the stockpiles for the Iranian armies had l^n kept on computer and the 
programs along with the programmers had vanished. Only with the intervention of specialists 
could a statement of needs be drawn up and thus the indispensable technical measures put into 
immediate action. 

Heidari then insisted that the technicians to be sent to Iran be French citizens, to which it was 
replied that, aside from a few technical sectors under French influence, the recruits would be 
essentially Belgian, Dutch, and German, NATO-trained on the same equipment used in Iran. 

Recruitment posed no mqjor problems, and a figure of 60,000 US$ per month and per 
specialists for non-stop period of three months (one month off between each three-month 
period) was announced. This sum was to be paid to the recruiter (and a commission paid back 
to Heidari). 

AGREEMENT OF THE FRENCH SERVICES 

The head of the action section of the SDECE [sService de documentation extirieure et de 
Centre Eepionnage » Foreign Documentation and (Counterespionage Service], de Bdarolles has 
been ask^ to give a green light [to all of this]. The tacit agreement was handed over at de 
Marolles’s home near Borde au x in early September 1980 to an agent (eoLrchef d'eeeale for Air 
France and SDECE trainee), Pierre Gaudin^ working free-lace for (Cluuter Blasters S.A. and 
recommended by SETl and Roger Faulques for this operation. 

The agreement was of course accompanied 1^ the usual restrictions: no diplomatic cover, sole 
responsibility of Roger Faulques, S3i^matically informing the French services, and the right 
to veto operations exceeding the strict boundaries of technical assistance. 

It was thus agreed, following these various discussions, that no serious work could be done in 
Iran without a preliminary study of the situation by a mission composed of high-level 
specialists. 

The orga nis a t i o n of such a mission and the final agreement of the Iranian authorities were to 
be finalised when U. De Loreilhe, Jacques Montanes, and Pierre Gaudinat moved to Teheran 
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in late August of 1980. The first two were to deal with civilian contracts, the last was to 
coordinate the military aspect of operations. 

At the same time, a search was undertaken for the equipment requested by the Iranian armed 
forces, particularly for anything in the aeronautical sector, in Panama, using as go-between a 
company owing allegiance to Israel (the name is not yet known, but the director is Israel 
Koshen in Panama), which was able right then and there to supply F4/F5 engines and Bell 
Cobra 209 helicopters (about 50) as well as the corresponding spare parts. 

The information supplied by this compcmy, taken all in all, leads one to surmise that in Latin 
America it was most particularly in charge of Israeli army surplus (offer of 2000 Sam 7s, 
Sherman tanks, Israeli KFIR planes.. .and not having interested the Iranians. 

On the other hand, a company located in Monaco: SICAM (19 boulevard de Suisse) and 
recommended by a French colonel, a former SDECE official, afOliated with the DST 
[presumably the Direction de la Sicunti du Territoire = Regional Security Administration], 
had assured the SETI mission that it could supply nearly the total needs of the Iranian Army, 
and, for purposes of reference, noted the markets it had dealt with for the armies of Zaire and 
Morocco. 


SEPTEMBER 1980 


THE SET! MISSION IN ULAN 

At the official invitation of Interparts, which was paying all the esqMnses, and the Ministry of 
Roads and Transports (Mr. Kalandi), and after various postponements from Heidari...(who had 
unfortunately not been able to take the same fli^t bemuse of urgent matters relating to spot 
contracts for National Iran Oil Corp. being negotiated at Paris). The mission left September 
14, 1980 for Teheran. 

Welcomed to Teheran by Minachi and lodged at the Teheran Hyatt. 

The first contacts set up by Minachi with the various services in the Ministry of Roads and 
Transports dealt with bringing in equipment made by Caterpillar, Gallion, Fiat Unic, and 
General Motors Railways Diesel Ekiuipment. 

Negotiations were relatively difficult because unexpected competition arose systematically [sic]. 
The competing companies, upon investigation, proved to largely companies founded 
expatriate Iranians or their figureheads, who had the benefit of privileged information...(ex 
Kinco, Europe, BV in Holland, and T+T in Basel,...) 

Finally, after long discussions, a single civilian contract was signed for supplying a compare 
set up just for the purpose by Yves de Loreilhe: Produits et Matidres Sari in Paris, for General 
Motors Diesel locomotive spare parts valued at 5.7 million US$. 
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Heidah got to Teheran just before the hostilities with Iraq began, and one of his first concerns 
was, of course, to exploit an extraordinary situation within the Iranian Army: 

- the disorganization of military supply services due to the departure of foreign advisors and 
the purges of army officers. 

. a 50 percent reduction in civilian budgets for transfer to the Ministry of Defense. 

• an economic and technical embargo preventing Iranian companies from purchasing materials 
necessary to the national defense directly. 

- sealing of the borders, which, during the initial weeks of the war, prevented foreign suppliers 
circumventing or not applying the embargo from coming to offer their goods and services. 

Profiting from the presence in Interparts offices in Teheran of agents from the European 
companies SETI and Charter Masters, who were capable of 8 uppl 3 ring or transporting the 
equipment needed for Iran’s national defense, Heidari immediately contacted his friends and 
relations in the Iranian Army (Colonel Hatami. especially) to make offers of his services. 

An audience with the Ministry of Defense (Colonel Fakuri) was obtained almost immediately, 
and, in the course of this audience, it was decided to hold a general meeting with all the 
procurement services of the Iranian armed forces, under the direction of the "chief logistical 
command” [sic. In English in original - TRANS], who was at the time Colonel Hatami. An 
offer was mentioned whereby foreign specialists would be made available, but this was 
considered premature by Colonel Fsdturi. 

Three days later, a non-stop workday brought Iranian Air Force, Navy, and Ground Forces 
specialists together with representatives of the SETI-Interparts delegation. 

It should be noted that each branch came accompanied by a "political commissar," who did not 
take part in the discussions themselves, noted down all comments by the representatives of the 
Iranian Army. 

By day’s end an exhaustive list of initial needs had been drawn up. Once again, the urgency 
of these needs was emphasized: 

- AERONAUTICAL EQUIPMENT 

• pneumatic F4/F5/F14 spare parts. 

- spare parts for Bell (204, 206, 209, 212) Sykorski helicopters... 

• an urgent maintenance contract for engines and engine components which were unusable by 
Iranian Aircraft Industries after the shut down of Bells assembly line at Ispahan. 

• Avionics and electronic components (the majority equipment by (Filins for the units). 

RADAR AND BROADCASTING EQUIPMENT 

< field radar (mobile units) 

• radio transmitters, all frequencies (field transmitters) 

• radio scramblers (Israeli equipment already used by Iranian forces). 
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- spare parts, equipment of largely British make (Plessey, Marconi U.K.) 


VARIOUS EQUIPMENT FOR THE NAVY 

- spare parts for a French torpedo ship (combat) as well as ship of the same t3rpe as those 
blockad^ in Cherbourg during the general Franco-lranian dispute. 

• munitions (Bofors) 

- depth mines (in considerable quantities, probably for mining the Straits of Ormuz.) 

- material for camouflage (large quantities). 

- EQUIPMENT FOR THE GROUND FORCES 

- transport vehicles and spare part (large proportion of Soviet equipment) 

- spare parts, mortars (TAMPELA • Israeli equipment) 

- engines and spare parts for armored vehicles (noted as extremely urgent), particularly for 
reconnaissance vehicles of type Scorpio as well as for Chieftain and m60 tanks. 

All their stated needs, presented very schematically above, amounted to several billion dollars 
and the SETI/Interparts delegation was assured of numerous and large orders whose value was 
to be progressive as a function of the possibility of shipment. 

The first schema announced amounted to 6 million US$ 

then 12 
" 30 ' 

80 

And after these four stages had been successfully passed, there was to be no limit. 


October 80 


SET! TRANSACTION 

After a superficial study of their needs, it was decided to try a test on the most urgently needed 
equipment: the engines for the armored vehicles: contact was made with the SICAM Company 
in Monaco through the SETI offices in Paris for 

- 50 J 60 engines for Scorpio vehicles 

• 18 MK 8A engines for Chieftain tanks [handwritten: invoice 00133] 

The SICAM Company answered loud and clear: total time required would be 17 dsqni for all 
the Scorpio engines, strong possibility of getting the Chieftain engines in the same time span, 
but no definite commitment as to price or date. 

Under pressure from Heidari a pro-forma invoice was presented to the army for approval: the 
delivery time for the Scorpios was brought down from 17 to 12 days (taking into account the 
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five days estimated necessary for transferring the funds from Iran, the shipping time for the 
suppliers as of the data of order and for the client as of the date the funds are received.) 

The impasse occurred over the MK8A Chieftain engines, as Heidari was sure of getting the 
necessary agreements in case of changes. For this reason approximate rates and shipping times 
were fixed in the invoice, but with a provisory agreement for adjustments if necessary. 

The purchase price of the Scorpio engines was UK£8,205, FOB UK, plus a cost of £400 per 
engine for the end-user certificate supplied by a country willing to cover the transaction for 
Iran (standard procedure in sales of strategic materials, the buyer agrees not to resell the 
material). 

The profits from the Scorpio engine operation thus came to: 
average exchange rate US$AJK£ in October, 1980: 80:2.20 


8205 engine UK£ x 2.20 = US$ 18.061 

E/U certificate 400 UK£ x 2.20 = 880 

Shipping 220 UK£x 2.20 = 484 

UK - Continental Europe 

COST US$ 19,415 

SALE PRICE US$ 44,777 

i.e. a profit of US$ 25,362 per engine, and an total of 1,268,100 for 50 engines. 

The SETI pro-forma invoice No. 00133 [handwritten above this number is another number: 
3.420.058] dated October 5, 1980 was approved by the army, the transfer of funds requested 
to the Markazi Bank by order of TK>gistical Command," from the Ground Forces budget. 

For practical reasons, in view of the political atmosphere in Iran at the time, the SETI 
Company asked that the funds be transferred to one of its correspondent banks in Switzerland, 
so as to benefit from the greater flexibility and discretion of Swiss banks, particularly as 
pertains to payments of commissions. 

Faced with the reservations expressed by the president of the Central Bank, Ali Reza Nowbari, 
about transferring the sum on the invoice without sufficient guarantees and to a Swiss 
account, the Vice-President General Director of SETI sent him a warning by telex with a copy 
to the Ministry of Defense (see document 30). 

Ali Reza Nowbari, then proceeded on the authority of the Ministry of Defense to transfer the 
funds, but he also proce^ed to revoke Yves de Loreilhe’s and Jacques Montanes’s passports 
and prohibited Messrs. Heidari and Minachi from leaving Irsinian territory until the 
transaction was complete. The president of the Central Bank indicated in passing his interest 
in this type of transaction and let it be clearly understood that they would broadly facilitated 
if they were initiated by his middleman. 
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The funds reached Zurich on October 11 via transfer from the Markazi Bank’s account at the 
BNP in Paris. One of SETI’s representatives went immediately to Zurich accompanied by a 
SICAM ofTlcial in order to set up payment for the British suppliers. 

Since SICAM did not want to reveal its "middlemen/' an initial transfer of UK£100,000 was 
paid to Alvis Limited, the real supplier of the Scorpio engines. The transfer represented 30 
percent of the total value of the order, the remaining to be paid upon delivery, 17 days later 
at the most. A supplementary amount of UK£ 20,000 was paid to SICAM for having obtained 
an '’end user certificate." 

The British code name for this operation was Pharaoh, because of the contract between SICAM 
middlemen and the Egyptian Ministry of Defense for supplying Scorpio engines. It was from 
this contract that the 50 engines for Iran were to be diverted. 

Once the 30 percent deposit had been made, the situation began to deteriorate: the time limits 
turned out to be much less exact, prices changed (higher, of course), and the Chieftain engines 
were in the end impossible to get. 

To cancel the order would have irrevocably entailed the loss of the deposit and all the money 
already paid out to SICAM. 

In the meantime, Heidari had obtained a replacement for the exchange value of 18 Chieftain 
engines by other equipment of interest to the Iranian Defense Department: 

F4/F5 tires 

Spare parts for M60/M48 tank engines 
Field batteries for transmissions 

• SICAM then proceeded to purchase equipment for M60/M48 engines to replace the Chieftain 
engines that they had been unable to supply. Their principal supplier was DB.D.P. in Milan, 
Alberto Ghiraldi, an authorized dealer for the Italian armed forces. 

. SET! set up contacts with the Israeli diplomatic representatives in Paris. Israel was 
immediately interested, which was at first expressed by an agreement in principle to supply 
all the equipment possible under the condition that a meeting be organized with Iranian 
interlocutors accredited by their government. 

And so, the complete list of the immediate needs of the Iranian Army was put in the hands of 
an Israeli diplomat in Paris. 

There was a telephone contact between Heidari and someone called "Alain" in Paris. This 
contact was set up outside the embassy at a neutral number, and was not later pursued. 

A quick investigation by acquaintances of Heidari brou^t out that the telephone number 
indicated was that of an apartment occupied by an Israeli diplomat in Paris. 

Nevertheless, at the time of this solitary telephone contact, Heidari had given his verbal assent 
to his Israeli interlocutor to set up a meeting in Paris if the Israelis showed their good will 
making significant deliveries of equipment. 
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• because of the proximity of the first flight, a transfer of US$ 250,000 was made October 21, 
1980 to the purchasing mission of the Israeli government, followed on the 23rd of October by 
a new transfer of US$80,000. The transaction was supposed to have to do with F4 tires and 
spare parts for TAMPELA mortars, but details were not yet available. 

At the same time a caravel owned by Aerotour, a French company was chartered to pick of the 
Israeli equipment in Tel Aviv (usd 41 977.63, October 23, 1980.) 

This plane flew from Paris to Bastia while waiting for the green light from Israel, and then 
from Bastia to Tel Aviv, where, contrary to the provisions, the Israeli services only gave them 
F4 retreads and no other equipment... 

Loaded with 250 retreaded tires the caravel landed at Nimes on October 23, where the cargo 
was loaded on to a DC8.63 belonging to the Cargolux Company, registered TF CCV, chartered 
by SETI for US$85,000 (over and above maintenance and fuel costs). 

Flight authorizations were obtained with the help of the Iranair Company, and the fli^t was 
carried out under flight number Iranair 999. [handwritten: document 28] 

LOADED ON BOARD TfflS PLANE WERE THE FOLLOWING: 

• F4 tires from Israel 

• M60 spare parts brought from Italy by truck and supplied by the DSDP in Milan 

• A sample M48 engine (presumed diesel) brought from Milan by truck (DSDP) 

• PRC 77 batteries for radios (1000) bought in Spain (dealer was Tudor). 

• One J60 engine for Scorpio. The SICAM Company proved to be incapable of supplying 
the engines within the required time frame, but benefitting from the extreme tension 
prevailing in Teheran in the end managed to bring a J60 engine, not in the contract, 
at a cost of $78,338.25, giving the improbable excuse that the engine had been stolen 
by a British test pilot at the ALVIS factory, then transported by helicopter to an airport 
on the border where a DC3 took it off to Nimes. 

• A sample M60 engine (AVDS 1790 A2), intended for this flight had been stopped at the 
border and could not be shipped out. 

Jacques Masson, the director of SICAM, anxious to explain SICAM’s standpoint, had taken a 
seat aboard the CARGOLUX flight to Teheran. 

The flight documents had been amended for customs and for purposes of discretion, and so 
other kinds of merchandise were listed on them. 

Faced with the difficulties being encountered by the SICAM Company, SETI turned to emother 
dealer that it knew, Horst von Hajak (introduced to them by Heidari), and in view of the 
assurances given by the latter, had transferred initially nearly $700,000 for delivery of 35 J60 
engines, SICAM having to send 15 engines, representing the amount of the deposit. 

Von Hajek received the transfer of funds without any co-signature by revealing his privileged 
relations with P.R.B., the Belgian company, whose agent he was, apparently. 

When SICAM learned that their order had been transferred to Von Hajek, they 
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• refused to change the deposit for 50 engines into a firm purchase of 15 engines, 

• made an anonymous report to the PRB Company in Belgium advising them that the 
equipment was bound for Iran. 

Von Hajak assured SETI-Paris at this time that the engines were available in Great Britain, 
thanks to the intervention of a personal friend, Mr. Lee, one of the very hipest level officials 
at the British Defense Ministry. Mr. Lee’s good will was estimated to be worth £45,000, which 
were paid out immediately. 

And so, by the end of October there were: 

- 50 J60 engines ordered from SICAM with no possibility of cancellation. 

- 35 J60 motors paid for to Von Hajek with no guarantee of delivery 

- 18 MK8 A engines, still not to be found anywhere, but whose value had been replaced by 
shipments of other equipment. 

HEIDAIU had then guaranteed delivery sale of 35 surplus engines under the condition and 
SET! pay a supplemental commission. 

The SICAM Company then seized the initiative and proposed sending dealers to Teheran who 
could put the Iranian authorities’ minds at rest concerning their capabilities [of delivering the 
goods] and led by an Italian general: General Merli, who was confident that he could get 
access to the stockpiles of NATO materiel for the Iranians. 

SETI gave its consent and leased a Lear Jet 35 from Nice to Teheran to carry: 

Mr. Ghiraldi: General Director of the DSDP 

Mr. Eilo: DSDP engineer responsible for studying how to adapt M48 and M60 engines to 
Chieftain tanks. 

Mr. Thierry: legal counsellor to SICAM (resident in Marseilles) 

General Merli 

General Merli and DSDP had demanded a $50,000 security deposit for the risks involved 
(which was never paid back). 

Ali Reza Nowbari picked up General Merli when he arrived at the Mehrabad Airport and a 
meeting was immediately set up in the office of the Defense Minister (not there, detained on 
the front) with vcurious deputy ministers. However, no definite agreement could be reached. 

The delegation left again the next day accompanied by Jacques Masson, after having received 
fervent promises of contracts, particularly for: 

- M60 Tanks (possibly three platoons) 

• MOO engines (50 engines) and spare parts 

• Recoiler Rifles 106 M/M (250) 
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On the other hand, soundings had been made for the support of the French authorities, 
particularly as regards supplies of French materiel, and a favorable echo had been received. 

Some key French figures. General Caillaux, General Lacaze,... had their unofficial support 
conve3red to Nowbari, making themselves freely available to him by direct telephone so as to 
attest French good will. (See telex dated October 8). 

NOVEMBER 1980 

The problem with the J60 engines was to be taken care of by Masson when he arrived in 
Europe,... It wasn’t. There was an initial shipment of only nine engines to the Madrid Airport 
Bigaras in early November. This shipment was accompanied by: 

- a £725 increase in the price of each engine 

• a 15 percent VAT, amounting to £1340 per engine [handwritten: document 26] 

In other words, an overall increase of $4500 for each engine with no real justification. 

Moreover, SICAM was unable to give any precise date when the remainder of the engines 
would be available. 

On November 12, 1980 SETI paid Von Hcyek the sum of $97,725 for five additional J60 engines 
(payment still made with no guarantee). 

The sum total of engines completely paid for then rose to 50. 

1 on the initial SICAM flight, delivered to Teheran. 

9 delivered to Madrid (SICAM) in expectation of an Iranair charter. 

40 completely paid for to Von Hajek - delivery expected. 

After this date, contact was nearly broken off completely with Von Higek, who appeared only 
rarely at his residence in France. 

In order to clarify the SICAM situation and, in a joint decision with Heidari, it was decided to 
trace the SICAM network all the way back to "Pharaoh." This latter turned out to be the 
Kofer Holding Ltd., in Great Britain, in the person of J.H.Smalley, who consented to speak 
directly with Heidari (SETI preferring not to compromise the money paid to SICAM). 

In late November 1980, a shipment of to J60 engines was made to Madrid from London in 
order to avoid a new abuse of the SICAM Company. Payment was made by certified bank 
check upon delivery in Madrid to J JI. Small^, in the company of J. Masson of SICAM, who 
had travelled aboard a Boeing 737 chartered for this transport. 

Suddenly von Htgek resurfaced with the news that he could deliver 10 J60 engines, but not 
included in the "contract," the remaining 40, already paid for, were to follow on December 15. 
SETI thus had to finance an additional 10 engines. 
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And so the total number of J60 engines bought by SETl went up to 100, just to be able to 
deliver 50 of them, although Heidari was sure he could get a purchase agreement from the 
army for the extra 50 engines. 

The profits from the operation, entirely paid for by the initial transfer from the Markazi Bank, 
rose theoretically to more than two million dollars. 

Von Hajek’s 10 engines "not included in the contract" were nevertheless the reason for an 
additional, last-minute bit of blackmail ($30,000) to put an immediate stop to an investigation 
by the British services of the Ministry of Defense on prohibited exports of J60 engines to Iran, 
llie engines were nevertheless delivered in Madrid on board a regular Iberia Airlines DC 10 
flight London/Madrid. The cases were labelled: FMC Lisbon. 

Two Boeing 707s chartered from Iranair flew from Madrid (early November, early December) 

Kofer*s and Von Hajek’s engines were deposited with a forwarding agent in Madrid who sent 
the shipping documentation to the final destination. The formula was quite simple: 
merchandise and its documentation headed for Egypt had an Iranair ticket for Cairo from 
Madrid via Teheran, as if there were no air service (or relations) between Teheran and Cairo, 
and after notification of Iranair at Mehrabad, the merchandise was automatically sent to the 
Iranian Army. 

The overall situation was, however, not encouraging. All the profits after payment of the 
commissions Heidari had demanded had gone to dishonest and defaulting suppliers. SICAM 
had collected nearly $400,000 by overbilling and refused to reimburse these ill-gotten sums in 
spite of Heidari *s intervention and that of the Iranian Embassy in Paris. Von Higek had 
disappeared with one million dollars and was now located in Miami. 

Heidari contacted one of his acquaintances in the Paris underground, a certain Monsieur 
Michael, well-known by the police and considered a killer by Police Commissioner Foil, in order 
to study the possibility of using more persuasive means to recover these funds. He intended, 
of course, to retrieve the money for himself, rather than his partners or associates. 

Elsewhere, on November 12, 1980 an offlcial request was transmitted to the French 
Ambassador in Teheran, Mr. Georgi, relating to supplying Iran with military equipment. This 
request was paired with several Iranian proposals as the a favorable settlement of the Franco- 
Iranian dispute and the awarding of some very big contracts (rebuilding the petroleum plants 
after the war, for instance). 

Heidari gave an account to the Ambassador and the Military Advisor at the French Embassy 
of the facilities he could have from Bani Sadr and which he could put at the disi>osal of the 
French diplomatic representatives in Iran. 

The ambassador gave first a pro-temp response and then one in the negative because of the 
diplomatic situation and the American hostages in Iran, after consultation with the French 
government about 15 days after the offer. 

At the same time various contacts were being set up at Heidari’s initiative with possible 
suppliers of strategic equipment. One of these was a certain Sarabki, introduced as a 
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privileged arms supplier to Saudi Arabia and a permanent resident of the Hdtel Georges V in 
Paris. These contacts dealt largely with satisfying the Air Force’s extremely urgent need for 
spare parts and electronic material. Sarabki would not accept an exchange by telex or 
telephone; he wanted a physical contract exclusively. 

DECEMBER 1980 

When the contract with SETI was due to expire, and in spite of numerous difficulties, some 
equipment actively sought by Iran had been delivered, a new contract was being considered. 
Heidari began via telex exchanges with SICAM and others, to put together a dossier concerning 
the possible suppl)ring of other strategic materials (F4s bloc^ded in Israel, Torpedo-ships in 
Cherbourg, spare parts for Bell helicopters in Milan...) so that he could have a mission from 
the Ministry of Defense conferred on himself. 

Heidari was also in regular contact with Ali Reza Nowbari. A proposal by the chairman to buy 
up a majority of INTERPARTS by proxy had been rejected by Minachi. This proposal was tied 
in with the immediate transfer of 200 to 300 million dollars for theoretical arms purchas- 
es. ..The directors of INTERPARTS were to leave Iran, equipped with safe-conduct passes, to 
cede back 80 percent of the sums transferred and rebuild their lives with the rest. 

A complaint from "Logistical Command" relating to the SETI contract reached INTERPARTS: 
The M48 engine supplied by DSDP was not in conformity [with specifications, presumably], 
the parts for the M60 engines were too expensive. .A. $200,000 reimbursement was demanded 
from SETI. Which Heidari commuted into five additional J60 engines, delivered gratis. This 
verbal agreement was obtained, it appears, from General Farivar. There were no witnesses. 

These five engines were to be subtracted from the delivery expected from Von Hqjek, who had 
disappeared. In order to settle this dispute, Heidari obtained from the Ministry of Defense and 
the Markazi Bank permission for one of the two Frenchmen detained in Iran for this contract 
to return to France. Y. de Loreilhe, in charge of the funding, and confident of being able to 
settle the financial difficulties, was thus able to leave Iran on December 19 980.. ..four days 
after Heidari had received his orders [for the mission] from the Defense Ministry. 

Looking at the facts, it would appear that Heidari had very probably manipulated Loreilhe’s 
release so that he could use him to get back: 

- the reimbursements expected from SICAM 

- the return of the funds given Von Hajek 

- the commission for the contract sign'ed with the Iranian State Railwa 3 rs.. 

A contract amounting to about 80 million dollars was negotiated before Heidari ’s departure. 
The agreement in principle was given by the Ministry of Defense and the details were discussed 
with General Farivar. 

This contract was based on urgent needs transmitted by "Logistical Command," and 
corresponded to a strategic maneuver planned for the front by the ground army. 

Quantities and prices of the equipment were listed with no research into available stockpiles 
or as a function of the lowest reference prices on the market. 
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The beneficiary of this contract was to be Universal Oil Trade, in the person of Mr. Sarabki, 
an acquaintance of Mr. Heidari (negotiations for the spot contract for NATIONAL Iran Oil 
Corp.) 

For information only: Minachi had been introduced to Sarabki when he was in Pais in August 
of 1980. 

A (verbal) agreement of cooperation between SETI and Universal Oil Trade had been 
acknowledged by INTERPAR're. 

The contract between the Ministry of Defense and INTERPARTS was signed December 31, 
1980, i.e., after Heidari ’s departure from Teheran. 

As soon as Heidari arrived in France, he contacted, naturally, Sarabki, to exploit the contract 
....[illegible] signature. It would seem that from the very beginning, Universal Oil Trade had 
acknowledged that it was in now way capable of supplying the desired equipment, and had left 
it up to Heidari himself to find something to satisfy the Iranian Army. 

As a result, Heidari contacted some suppliers, and, in particular. Mr. J.H. Smalley of Kofer 
Holdings Ltd. with whom he met twice in Paris (late December 1980, and in January of 1981). 

Heidari ’s first obstacle: Yves de Loreilhe, who, had learned, after all the blunders during the 
first contract, how to set up a favorable situation the second time around. 

Yves de Loreilhe had paid for five additional engines by transferring $95,000 to J.H. Smalley 
in order to free the last Frenchman held in Iran. Heidari managed to block delivery of the five 
engines in order to neutralize Y. de Loreilhe. Between an unfilled dossier with the Iranian 
Army and a Frenchman being held in Iran and dependent on his partners, Heidari was 
increasing his possibilities for personal maneuvering.) 

In between-times, harassed by his partners on the telephone, Heidari reported stocks of 
equipment available and at extraordinarily low prices for the material listed in the contract, 
with, however - causing some doubt in his partners' minds •• Heidari forgetting to take notes, 
the prices changed every day. 

While de Loreilhe was expanding his contacts in an attempt to get the five engines released 
and to locate Von Hajek, the dialogue with Heidari was nevertheless maintained, particularly 
insofar as it concerned SICAM, so as to obtain the demanded reimbursements. Severstl 
meetings took place in Nice between the directors of SICAM, Mr. Y. de Loreilhe, Heidari, and 
Michael, his "killer." 

After one of these meetings Heidari obtained a check in his name for $140,000 issued by 
SICAM, most probably after a little persuasion from the above-named "Michael.” 

It would appear that neither the check nor the amount it was made out for ever reached SETI. 

Neither Universal Oil Trade nor Sarabki every replied to requests for information fn>m 
Interparts in Teheran, either by telex or by phone. 
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Heidari became more and more difficult to locate, his only regular contact: the Embassy of 
Iran in Paris where he went regularly (contact in Paris: Mr. Jaffari, first secretary at the 
embassy). 

Heidari began to let his military contacts in Iran in the army know that some of the equipment 
called for in the contract could not be delivered in time< and, benefitting from the panic 
ensuing from this kind of remark (ail the ofhcers, regardless of who they are, are afraid of the 
Post-Revolution), he got them to substitute equipment which was available for that which had 
been ordered. It was completely out of the question vis-^-vis the supreme commanders of the 
Iranian Army to consider freezing nearly 80 million dollars without any equipment being 
delivered. This could have been interpreted as an attempt to sabotage efforts to provision the 
Iranian Army. 

It should be noted that the main part of his proposed changes of materiel called for in the 
contract was discussed with the army, and not with his partners at Interparts, by direct 
telephone connection. 

In January and February of 1981, a technical mission headed by the former chief of Logistical 
Command, Colonel Hatami. went to Europe, first of all, to Switzerland, in order to report on 
the activities of a company founded with the support of a certain Mr. Baumann. This company 
jointly directed by an Iranian general (General Sovohad), was responsible for procuring 
equipment considered "critical" by the Iranian authorities. The great scope accorded this 
company by Iranian officials brought it immediately to the attention of the American secret 
service, which neutralized it with the Swiss Special Services. 

This mission, whose itinerary covered almost the whole of Europe, never, it would seem, made 
contact with Heidari, although their paths crossed at the same date in France, Spain, and 
Portugal. 

Through J.H. Smalley, Heidari made some contacts in Spain, where he considered transferring 
the major part of the letter of credit for the purchase of approximately 50 M48 A5 tanks, which 
were being reconditioned in Spain, and in Portugal, where he was put in touch with X-TRA. 
Heidari had become Sarabki’s travelling commercial representative. Sarabki himself had never 
shown more than a perfunctory interest in the contract. 

With the help of X-TRA, in the person of its marketing representative, Angelo Caldas, Heidari 
made numerous offers to the Iranian Army (General Farivar) for substitute equipment. These 
offers were not accepted. 

In order to strengthen his position vis-^-vis X-TRA, Heidari had the Iranian Embassy in Paris 
send a telex confirming his mandate as representative of Iran’s National Defense. 

M. de Loreilhe of SETI was not kept informed of Heidari ’s doings and the contract was almost 
broken, except for some General Motors Diesel spare parts for Iranian State Railways in which 
Heidari was still interested. 

The charg6 d’affaires for the Iranian Islamic Republic in Spain went to Portugal in February 
of 1981 in order to verify the presence of some crates in a warehouse at the Lisbon Airport. 
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He then returned to Paris to sign (for a commission of $100, 600) some documenu submitted 
by Heidari. 

The documents matching the letter of credit for a value of 56 million dollars was sent to the 
Banque de la M6diterann6ee in Paris, which forwarded them to the Melli Bank. The five- 
percent bank guarantee, an indispensable preliminary to making any use of the credit, had 
never been paid.... The funds were made available February 9, 1981 with no trouble. 

Notification that there were several letters of credit totalling 13 million dollars arrived at the 
X-TRA Company in Lisbon, but the credit was never authorized or confirmed. 

At the same time, Heidari*s partners in Iran and the Iranian Army began to find Minachi's 
statements highly disquieting (statements repeated for many days now). Heidari*s authority 
to negotiate in the name of the Iranian Defense Ministry was annulled and the Iranian 
Embassies in Europe were advised to this effect by "Logistical Command." Being completely 
unable to located Heidari, who refused to make any sort of contact. Interparts had a telex sent 
to its corresponding bank in Paris: Produits et Mati^res Sari/ Mr. Yves de Loreilhe to 
supervise the transaction. Yves de Loreilhe then sent several telexes warning the Melli Bank 
and the Banque de la M6dit6rann^ in Paris. 

Thus threatened, Heidari and his assistant, Michael, set up a meeting with Loreilhe in Paris, 
the latter being accompanied by an acquaintance of his who had taken part in the affair of the 
engines. Colonel Claude Jambel. 

Heidari had intended to discourage de Loreilhe whims by the most persuasive means possible. 
The episode has been widely reported in the press. 

Having failed in this attempt and in view of the shifting opposing forces, Heidari took flight 
abandoning all his personal effects (papers, check books...) and took refuge in Geneva in the 
company of Sarabki...and Angelo Caldas from X-TRA was in Paris that day...! 

It should be noted that the rapidity and extent of the police intervention (less than 15 minutes) 
give rise to the thought that some of the principals in confrontation were most probably under 
surveillance. 

The next day, after searching the premises of the Overseas Company (a company created a few 
days earlier by Heidari and Sarabki) as well as Sarabki*s suite at the (iieorges V, a cer^n 
number of documents considered compromising to certain French companies and public figures 
were confiscated... 

As of then a complete and total silence was imposed on the affair. 

The X-TRA Company was, however, not desirous of losing the market which it had glimpsed, 
and as they had already profited from a down payment by Sarabki to purchase — Israeli 
equipment ( 106 recoilless rifles: 150 units of this type of equipment were shipped from Haifa 
to Porto, then transferred to the Lisbon Airport where an Iranair Boeing 707 came to take 
away 90 of them, the remaining 60 being blocked by the Lisbon forwarding agent because of 
payment problems (March 1981). 
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Perceiving the Heidari and Sarabki were both crooks, X-TRA broke all contact with them and 
tried, unsuccessfully, to deal directly with the Iranian chiefs of staff. 

From Geneva, where he had taken refuge for the moment, Heidari continued to entertain the 
myth of a shipment of materiel. ..from Brazil. Heidari’s lawyer in Paris (Maitre Marchand) 
even produced some documents for the Iranian Embassy in Paris. A maritime bill of lading 
sent to Rio for a ship named Sydkust which, need it be said? never reached Iran. 

A telephone conversation between Heidari and Sarabki in Geneva and Minachi in Teheran 
even ended in a warning by Sarabki to Minachi to the effect that the latter better never leave 
Iran, under threat of execution the minute he does. 

Monsieur de Loreilhe pressed charges against Monsieur Heidari for the attack on him on the 
Avenue Georges V. Heidari under pressure from the French police paid the equivalent value 
of 11 J60 engines finally claimed by the Iranian Army from SETI as the balance of the first 
contract, in order to obtain the authorization for the Frenchman being held in Iran to leave. 

The probable reason for the increase in the sum total of the lawsuit is Heidari ’s defaulting on 
payment of commissions to his contacts for the Iranian Army. 

SETI/Y. de Loreilhe took more than five months to settle the dispute which brought them into 
conflict with the Iranian Army. In spite of pressure on him from the French government, 
Heidari continues to plunder the casinos of the C6te d’Azur (he apparently has no more use 
for irradiated red mercury, which he was looking for in Europe to make counterfeit dollars, nor 
does he need a buyer for opium available in large quantities in Iran.) 

In the meantime. General Farivar has tried to commit suicide in his cell. 

The directors of Interparts have been arrested. 

The vGirious political factions in Iran have seized on the affair. 

The Frenchman, after several attempts to escape and without any diplomatic support from his 
country, after having become acquainted with prison and the threats of the committees, was 
allowed to leave Iran on June 1, 1981, although not before having to pay a fine to the Ministry 
of Justice for "being in the country without proper authorization." 

The chairman of the Markazi Bank, in spite of his protests about the Frenchman’s complicity 
in this monstrous swindle has been nonsuited by the Minister of Defense and his assistants, 
his personal resppnsibility is involved. Four staff members of the Markazi Bank have been 
imprisoned; their relations with Heidari are beginning to come to li^t. 

These affairs are not unique. Without being able to quote details, it is nevertheless well 
known by certain credible and well informed persons that numerous transactions involving 
several tens of millions of dollars have all ended badly: 

- Purchase of Chieftain equipment, shipment of Lockheed C5As from the Iranian Army to 
Madrid... Mismatched engines, having nothing in common with the equipment requested... the 
planes returned empty. 
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• Purchase of sugar from Sri Lank (80 million dollars) through a Swiss broker. The 
transaction was directed by Mr. Nowbari of the Markazi Bank, payment was received, but the 
sugar apparently ’’melted" before it got there. 

- Purchase of "components" for M60 tank motors (several tens of millions of dollars): when 
the ship docked at Bandar Khomeini, the crates were found to be filled with unusable pumps. 

The same stories could be told for the Dutch chickens, the rice from Thailand... 

In view of the political agitation and the total disorganization (or incompetence) of the 
government’s purchasing office, it would seem that swindling is about to become the national 
sport. 

This still does not explain the complete liberty ei\joyed by Mr. Ahmad Heidari, whose political 
importance is null in France as well as Iran, and who has his residence permits renewed 
without difficulty in spite of the complaint lodged against him by Mr. de Loreilhe and the 
Iranian government. 


Tratflaied by 

David Shelly 

CRS - LangMUige Servicee 

Auguet 19t 1992 
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TELEX INTRODUCING SETI REPRESENTATIVES TO FRENCH INTELLIGENCE 

10/18/80 — TRANSLATION 


Please transmit the following Telex to Mr. Ali Raza Nobari: 

"General Division" Robert Caillaux, at the request of "General of 
Army Corps" Lacaze, Military Governor of Paris, Hotel des Invalides 
(tel: 550-3280) , is ready to receive a telephone call on your 
behalf to authenticate Colonel Jambel, Defense of Territory 
Services, Colonel Jambel served and serves as intermediary for the 
government of our country until the successful conclusion of the 
negotiations (?) now in progress. 

Col. Jambel certifies to you that (?) SETI is persona grata in the 
view of our government and has our confidence. Monday, the policy 
to be followed v/ill be determined by the nighest (?) and we propose 
a telephone call v;hile waiting. 

We ask you to please call Gen. Caillaux as soon as possible at 
73.97.24.23, at his weekend home. 
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UNITED STATES DISiRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

X 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 


- V - 


SAMUEL EVANS; GURIEL EISENBERG; 
RAFAEL ISRAEL EISENBERG; 

WILLIAM NORTHROP; ABRAHAM BAR ’AM; 
NICO MINARDOS; ALFRED FLEARMOY; 
HERMANN MOLL; RALPH KOPKA; 

HANS BIHN; ISAAC HEBRON I ; 

JOHN DELAROQUE; BERNARD VEILLOT; 
B.I.T. COMPANY, IMPORT, EXPORT, 
AJffi^TALS LIMITED; DERGO ' 
LSTABLISHMENT; FLEAR HOLDINGS 
INCORPORATED S. A. ; INTERNATIONAL 
PROCUREMENT AND SALES, INC. and 
VI ANAR ANSTALT, 


SUPERSEDING 

INDICTMENT 

SSSS 36 Cr. 384 (LBS) 



Defendants . 


COUNT ONE 


The B.I.T. Company Arms Deal 
The Grand Jury charges: 

1. From on or about October 15, 1985, up Lo and 
including April 21, 1986, in the Southern District of New York 
and elsewhere, the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, GURIEL EISENBERG, 
RAFAEL ISRAEL EISENBERG, WILLIAM NORTHROP, NICO MINARDOS, ISAAC 
KEBRONI and B.I.T. COMPANY, IMPORT, EXPORT, AND METALS LIMITED 
(hereafter "B.I.T. COMPANY"), together with others known and 
unknown to the Grand Jury, unlawfully, wilfully and knowingly did 
combine, conspire, confederate and agree together and with each 
other: 
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E. On or about February 24, 1986, the defendant 
SAMUEL EVANS mailed B.I.T. Pro Forma Invoice No. 2199/86 PRONIL 
to Galaxy Trade, Inc. in the Southern District of New York. 

F. On or about February 26, 1986, in the 
Southern District of New York, the defendant SAMUEL EVANS met 
with the putative buyers and discussed providing the sellers 
proof of the funds available for the purchase of U.S. Defense 
Articles, obtaining from the sellers end user certificates, and 
shipping the defense articles from Israel to Iran. 

G. On or about March 10, 1986, the defendants 
SAMUEL EVANS and NICO MINARDOS travelled to Israel to meet with 
the defendants GURIEL EISENBERG and RAFAEL ISRAEL EISENBERG 
concerning the proposed sale of U.S. Defense Articles. 

H. On or about March 25, 1986, in the Southern 
District of New York, the defendant NICO MINARDOS met with the 
putative purchaser and discussed the shipment of the above- 
described U.S. Defense Articles from Israel to Iran. 

I. On or before April 9, 1986, the defendants 
GURIEL EISENBERG and RAFAEL ISRAEL EISENBERG had confirmed the 
availability of end user certificates for the U.S. Defense 
Articles listed in paragraph 3 above, except the Skyhawk Aircraft. 

J. On or before April 13, 1986, the defendant 
SAMUEL EVANS prepared draft contracts and draft letters of 
credit for the sale of the U.S. Defense Articles listed in 
paragraph 3 above by the defendant B.I.T. COMPANY to Galaxy 
Trade, Inc. for Iran. 

(Title 18, United States Code, Section 371.) 

- 7 - 
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COUNT TWO 


The Dergo Establishment Arms Deal 

The Grand Jury further charges; 

6. From on or about February 10, 1986, up to and 
including April 21, 1986, in the Southern District of New York 
and elsewhere, the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, WILLIAM NORTHROP, 
ABRAHAM BAR 'AM, NICO MINARDOS, and DERCO ESTABLISHMENT together 
with others known and unknown to the Grand Jury, unlawfully, 
wilfully and knowingly did combine, conspire, confederate and 
agree together and with each other: 

a. to defraud the United States and its agencies, the 
Department of State and the Department of Defense, of their right 
to conduct their affairs free from fraud, false statements, 
chicanery and deceit, to wit, the right of the State Department 
and Defense Department, delegated by the President of the United 
States, to regulate and control the exportation and subsequent 
resale and transfer of U.S. Defense Articles in accordance with 
the foreign policy of the United States, as provided in Title 22, 
United States Code, Sections 2751, 2752, 2753, 2761, 2762 and 
2778, and Title 22, Code of Federal Regulations, Subchapter M 
(International Traffic In Arms Regulations); 

b. to violate Title 22, United States Code, Section 
2778(c), and Title 22, Code of Federal Regulations, Sections 
121.1, 123.9, 123.10, 126.1(a) and 127, by combining, conspiring, 
confederating and agreeing together and with each other to make 
an untrue statement of a material fact and omit to state a 
material fact required to be stated in applications to the 

- 8 - 
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United States Department of State or the United States Department 
of Defense for approval to resell, divert, transfer, transship 
and dispose of certain U.S. Defense Articles; and 

c. to violate Title 18, United States Code, Section 
1001, by combining, conspiring, confederating and agreeing 
together and with each other to falsify, conceal and cover up by 
trick, scheme and device, a material fact, and to make and cause 
to be made false, fictitious and fraudulent statements and 
representations, and use and cause to be used false writings and 
documents knowing the same to contain false, fictitious and 
fraudulent statements, in a matter within the jurisdiction of the 
United States Department of State and the United States 
Department of Defense, departments and agencies of the United 
States. 


, Object of the Conspiracy 
7. An object of the conspiracy was to resell, divert, 
transfer, transship and dispose of the following U.S. Defense 
Articles, among others, from a foreign country or countries to 
and in Iran, or to export the following U.S. Defense Articles 
from the United States to Iran, contrary to the policy of the 
United States to prevent the transfer of U.S. Defense Articles to 
Iran and to deny licenses and other approvals relating to U.S. 


Defense Articles destined for Iran: 


13 RF-5 "Tiger" Tactical Reconnaissance 

Fighter Aircraft 

5000 I -TOW Missiles, BGM-71A, Improved 

2 Turboshaft T56A7B Engines for C-130-E 

"Hercules" Aircraft 

100,000 M-437A1 Shells for 175 MM Artillery 
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1 T53L703 Free Turbine Turboshaft Engines 

for AH-IJ "Cobra" Helicopter 
517 Spare Parts for F-4 "Phantom" Aircraft 

2 Afterburner Units for J79-GE-15 Jet 

Engine for F-4D "Phantom" Aircraft 
500 Components for Airborn Radar Warning 

System for Fighter Aircraft 
4200 Spare Parts, AN/PRC-77 Tactical Radios 

6 Stores (Armament Load) Ejectors for 

AH-IJ "Cobra" Helicopter 
8000 AN/PRC-6 Portable Tactical Radios 

4000 Power Tubes for VRC-12 Radio 

1 Test System for F-4 "Phantom" Aircraft 

Inertial Navigation System 
72 Pieces Test Equipment for F-4 "Phantom" 

Aircraft 

50 Rotary Assemblies for 20 MM M-61 Catling 

Gun 

44 Solid State Amplifiers for TPS-43 Radar 

900 Spare Parts for APQ-120 Radar on F-4 

"Phantom" Aircraft 

350 105 MM M-68 Guns on Westernized T-55 

Main Battle Tanks 


Methods and Means of the Conspiracy 
8. Among the methods and means to be employed by the 
defendants and their co-conspirators in accomplishing the 
conspiracy were the following: 

A, It was part of the conspiracy that the 
defendant SAMUEL EVANS would act as an intermediary between the 
buyer and seller of U.S. Defense Articles destined for Iran. 

B. It was further part of the conspiracy that 
the defendants WILLIAM NORTHROP and ABRAHAM BAR' AM would obtain 
U.S. Defense Articles, and through the defendant DERGO 
ESTABLISHMENT, would sell them to Galaxy Trade, Inc. for Iran. 


- 10 - 

App. 




C. It was further part of the conspiracy that 
the defendants WILLIAM NORTHROP and ABRAHAM BAR* AM would obtain 
end user certificates that would falsely and fraudulently attest 
that the U.S. Defense Articles were destined for a country 
acceptable to the United States. 

D. It was further part of the conspiracy that 
the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, WILLIAM NORTHROP, ABRAHAM BAR'AM, 
and others known and unknown to the Grand Jury, would represent 
and cause to be represented to the United States Department of 
State or Defense in applications to export or to resell, divert, 
transfer, transship and dispose of the U.S. Defense Articles that 
they were destined for a country or countries that were acceptable 
to the United States. 

E. It was further part of the conspiracy that 
the defendant NICO MINARDOS would arrange for the shipment of the 
U.S. Defense Articles from a foreign country to Iran. 

OVERT ACTS 

9. In furtherance of this conspiracy and to effect 
its objects, the following overt acts, among others, were 
committed; 

A. On or about February 26, 1986, in the 
Southern District of New York, the defendant SAMUEL EVANS met 
with the putative buyers and discussed travelling to Israel in 
part to meet with the defendant WILLIAM NORTHROP and discuss the 
proposed sale of U.S. Defense Articles. 
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B. On or about March 10, 1986, th« defendants 
SAMUEL EVANS and NICO MINARDOS travelled to Israel in part to 
meet with the defendant WILLIAM NORTHROP concerning the proposed 
sale of U.S. Defense Articles. 

C. During the period from on or about March 14, 
1986, to April 3, 1986, the defendant WILLIAM NORTHROP sent to 
the defendant SAMUEL EVANS approximately 20 to 30 pro forma 
invoices of the defendant DERGO ESTABLISHMENT offering to sell 
U.S. Defense Articles for specified prices. 

D. On or about March 18, 1986, the defendant 
SAMUEL EVANS mailed to Galaxy Trade, Inc., in the Southern 
District of New York, two documents on the letterhead of the 
defendant DERGO ESTABLISHMENT and signed by the defendant WILLIAM 
NORTHROP -- one an offer to sell U.S. Defense Articles at specified 
prices including the cost of end user certificates, and a second 
regarding the necessity for end user certificates. 

E. On or before April 13, 1986, the defendant 
SAMUEL EVANS prepared draft contracts and draft letters of credit 
for the sale of U.S. Defense Articles by the defendant DERGO 
ESTABLISHMENT to Galaxy Trade, Inc. for Iran. 

F. On or about April 13, 1986, the defendants 
SAMUEL EVANS, WILLIAM NORTHROP and ABRAHAM BAR' AM met with others 
and discussed the proposed sale described in the foregoing 
paragraphs. 

(Title 18, United States Code, Section 371.) 
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COUNT FOUR 


The International Procurement Arms Deal 

The Grand Jury further charges: 

14. From on or about December 23, 1985, up to and 
including April 21, 1986, in the Southern District of New York 
and elsewhere, the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, HERMANN MOLL and 
INTERNATIONAL PROCUREMENT AND SALES, INC. (hereafter 
"INTERNATIONAL PROCUREMENT"), together with others unknown to the 
Grand Jury, unlawfully, wilfully and knowingly did combine, 
conspire, confederate and agree together and with each other: 

a. to defraud the United States and its agencies, the 
Department of State and the Department of Defense, of their right 
to conduct their affairs free from fraud, false statements, 
chicanery and deceit, to wit, the right of the State Department 
and Defense Department, delegated by the President of the United 
States, to regulate and control the exportation and subsequent 
resale and transfer of U.S. Defense Articles in accordance with 
the foreign policy of the United States, as provided in Title 22, 
United States Code, Sections 2751, 2752, 2753, 2761, 2762 and 
2778, and Title 22, Code of Federal Regulations, Subchapter M 
(International Traffic In Arms Regulations); 

b. to violate Title 22, United States Code, Section 
2778(c), and Title 22, Code of Federal Regulations, Sections 
121.1, 123.9, 123.10, 126.1(a) and 127, by combining, conspiring, 
confederating and agreeing together and with each other to make 
an untrue statement of a material fact and omit to state a 
material fact required to be stated in applications to the 
United States Department of State or the United States Department 

- 17 - 
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United States Department of State or the United States Department 
of Defense for approval to resell, divert, transfer, transship 
and dispose of certain U.S. Defense Articles; and 

c. to violate Title 18, United States Code, Section 
1001, by combining, conspiring, confederating and agreeing 
together and with each other to falsify, conceal and cover up by 
trick, scheme and device, a material fact, and to make and cause 
to be made false, fictitious and fraudulent statements and 
representations, and use and cause to be used false writings and 
documents knowing the same to contain false, fictitious and 
fraudulent statements, in a matter within the jurisdiction of the 
United States Department of State and the United States 
Department of Defense, departments and agencies of the United 
States. 

Object of the Conspiracy 

11. An object of the conspiracy was to resell, divert, 
transfer, transship and dispose of the following U.S. Defense 
Articles, among others, from a foreign country or countries to 
and in Iran, contrary to the policy of the United States to 
prevent the transfer of U.S. Defense Articles to Iran and to deny 
licenses and other approvals relating to U.S. Defense Articles 
destined for Iran: 

100-150 M-60 Engines and Gearboxes 

100 M48 Main Battle Tanks 
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Methods and Means of the Conspiracy 


20. Among the methods and means to be employed by the 
defendants and their co-conspirators in accomplishing the 
conspiracy were the following: 

A. It was part of the conspiracy that the 
defendant SAMUEL EVANS would act as an intermediary between the 
buyer and seller of Defense Articles destined for Iran. 

B. It was further part of the conspiracy that 
the defendants JOHN DELAROQUE and BERNARD VEILLOT would obtain 
U.S. Defense Articles, and through the defendant VIANAR ANSTALT, 
would sell them to Galaxy Trade, Inc. for Iran. 

C. It was further part of the conspiracy that 
the defendant BERNARD VEILLOT and HANS BIHN would obtain end 
user certificates that would falsely and fraudulently attest that 
the U.S. Defense Articles were destined for a country acceptable 
to the United States. 

D. It was further part of the conspiracy that 
the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, JOHN DELAROQUE, BERNARD VEILLOT and 
HANS BIHN, together with others unknown to the Grand Jury, would 
represent and cause to be represented to the United States 
Department of State or Defense in applications to resell, divert, 
transfer, transship and dispose of the U.S. Defense Articles that 
they were destined for a country or countries that were acceptable 
to the United States. 
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OVERT ACTS 


21. In furtherance of this conspiracy and to effect 
its objects, the following overt acts, among others, were 
committed: 

A. On or about February 4, 1986, and again on 
February 5 and 6, 1986, the defendant HANS BIHN sent three 
telexes, respectively, to the defendant SAMUEL EVANS regarding 
end user certificates and the need for funds to purchase them. 

B. On or about February 7, 1986, the defendant 
SAMUEL EVANS sent the telexes described in the foregoing 
paragraph to the putative buyer of the U.S. Defense Articles 

in New York, New York. 

(Title 18, United States Code, Section 371.) 
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COUNTS SIX THROUGH FORTY-NINE 


The Grand Jury further charges: 

The B.I.T. Company Scheme ("BIT") 

22. From on or about October 15, 1986, up to and 
Including April 21, 1986, in the Southern District of New York 
and elsewhere, the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, GURIEL EISENBERG, 
RAFAEL ISRAEL EISENBERG, WILLIAM NORTHROP, NICO MINARDOS, ISAAC 
HEBRONI, and B.I.T. COMPANY, IMPORT, EXPORT, AND METALS LIMITED 
(hereafter "B.I.T. COMPANY"), together with others known and 
unknown to the Grand Jury, unlawfully, wilfully and knowingly 
devised and intended to devise a scheme and artifice to defraud 
and to obtain money and property by means of false and fraudulent 
pretenses and representations. 

23. From on or about October 15, 1985, up to and 
including February 10, 1986, it was in part the object of this 
scheme and artifice to defraud that the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, 
GURIEL EISENBERG, RAFAEL ISRAEL EISENBERG, WILLIAM NORTHROP, NICO 
MINARDOS, ISAAC HEBRONI, and B.I.T. COMPANY, together with others 
known and unknown to the Grand Jury, would defraud the United 
States Government and its Executive Agencies of their right to 
conduct their affairs free from fraud, false statements, 
chicanery and deceit, and would obtain for Iran by means of false 
and fraudulent pretenses, representations and promises, the 
following U.S. Defense Articles, among others, contrary to the 
policy and laws of the United States: 
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10,000 TOW Missiles 

F-5 "Tiger" Aircraft 
4 Engines for Bell Helicopter 

24. From on or about October 15, 1985, up to and 
including April 21, 1986, it was in part the object of this 
scheme and artifice to defraud that the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, 
GURIEL EISENBERG, RAFAEL ISRAEL EISENBERG, NICO MINARDOS, ISAAC 
HEBRONI, and B.I.T. COMPANY, together with others known and 
unknown to the Grand Jury, would defraud the United States 
Government and its Executive Agencies of their right to conduct 
their affairs free from fraud, false statements, chicanery and 
deceit, and would obtain for Iran by means of false and fraud- 
ulent pretenses, representations and promises, the following 
U.S. Defense Articles, among others, contrary to the policy and 
laws of the United States: 

18 F-4 "Phantom" Aircraft 

3750 TOW Missiles 

70 Cameras, KB-18 

22 SUU-44 Flare Dispensers 

90 SUU-21/A Bomb Dispensers 

600 "Chapparel" Missiles 

200 "Maverick" Electric-Optic Guided Bombs 

200 AIM 9-0/G A/A Guided Missiles 

( Sidewinder) 

8 Pieces Anti-Skid Test Equipment 

30 "Sparrow" AIM 7F Guided Missile 

24 Skyhawk A4H Aircraft 

8 Skyhawk A4E x 30 MM Aircraft 

7 Skyhawk A4E x 20 MM Aircraft 

7 Skyhawk A4E Spare Parts 

4 Radar Sets AM/TPS 44 

2 Hawk Missile Batteries 

5 Hercules C130E Model 382-4B Aircraft 
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25. It was part of this scheme and artifice to defraud 
that the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, CURIEL EISENBERG, RAFAEL ISRAEL 
EISENBERG, WILLIAM NORTHROP, NICO HINARDOS, ISAAC KEBRONI, and 
B.I.T. COMPANY, together with others known and unknown to the 
Grand Jury, would make and cause to be made to the United States 
Department of State or Defense material false statements 
regarding the ultimate destination of the foregoing defense 
articles. 

The Derqo Establishment Scheme ( "DERGO" ) 

26. From on or about February 10, 1986, up to and 
including April 21, 1986, in the Southern District of New York 
and elsewhere, the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, WILLIAM NORTHROP, 
ABRAHAM BAR’ AM, NICO KINARDOS and DERGO ESTABLISHMENT, together 
with others unknown to the Grand Jury, unlawfully, wilfully and 
knowingly devised and intended to devise a scheme and artifice to 
defraud and to obtain money and property by means of false and 
fraudulent pretenses and representations. 

27. It was the object of this scheme and artifice to 
defraud that the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, WILLIAM NORTHROP, 
ABRAHAM BAR' AM, NICO KINARDOS and DERGO ESTABLISHMENT, together 
with others unknown to the Grand Jury, would defraud the United 
States Goverr.ment and its Executive Agencies of their right to 
conduct their affairs free from fraud, false statements, 
chicanery and deceit, and would obtain for Iran by means of false 
and fraudulent pretenses and representations the following U.S. 
Defense Articles, among others, contrary to the laws and policy 
of .the United States: 
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13 

2 

100,000 

1 

517 

2 

5000 

500 

4200 

6 

8000 

4000 

1 

72 

50 

44 

900 

350 


RF-5 "Tiger" Tactical Reconnaissance 
Fighter Aircraft 

Turboshaft T56A7B Engine for C-130-E 
"Hercules" Aircraft 
M-437A1 Shells for 175 MM Artillery 
T53L703 Free Turbine Turboshaft Engine 
for AH-IJ "Cobra" Helicopter 
Spare Parts for F-4 "Phantom" Aircraft 
Afterburner Units for J79-GE-15 Jet 

Engine for F-4D "Phantom" Aircraft 
I-TOW Missiles, BGM-71A, Improved 
Components for Airborn Radar Warning 
System for Fighter Aircraft 
Spare Parts, .\N/PRC-77 Tactical Radios 
Store (Armament Load) Ejectors for 
AH-IJ "Cobra" Helicopter 
AN/PRC-6 Portable Tactical Radios 
Power Tubes for VRC-12 Radio 
Test System for F-4 "Phantom" Aircraft 
Inertial Navigation System 
Pieces Test Equipment for F-4 "Phantom" 
Aircraft 

Rotary Assemblies for 20 MM M-61 Gatling 
Gun 

Solid State A.-plifiers for TPS-43 Radar 
Spare Parts for APQ-120 Radar on F-4 
"Phantom" Aircraft 

105 MM M-68 Guns on Westernized T-55 
Main Battle Tanks 


28. It was part of this scheme and artifice to defraud 


that the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, WILLIAM NORTHROP, ABRAHAM 


BAR' AM, NICO MINARDOS and DERGO ESTABLISHMENT, together with 
others unknown to the Grand Jury, would make and cause to be made 
to the United States Department of State or Defense false 
statements regarding the ultimate destination of the above 


described U.S. Defense Articles. 


The Flear Holdings Scheme ("FLEAR") 

29. From on or about February 24, 1986, up to and 
including April 21, 1986, in the Southern District of New York 
and elsewhere, the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, ALFRED FLEARMOY, 
RAtPH KOPKA, KANS BIHN and FLEAR HOLDI.NGS INCORPORATED S.A. 
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(hereafter "FLEAR HOLDINGS"), together with others unknown to the 
Grand Jury, unlawfully, wilfully and knowingly devised and 
intended to devise a scheme and artifice to defraud and to obtain 
money and property by means of false and fraudulent pretenses and 
representations . 

30, It was the object of this scheme and artifice to 

defraud that the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, ALFRED FLEARMOY, RALPH 

KOPKA, HANS BIHN and FLEAR HOLDINGS, together with others unknown 

to the Grand Jury, would defraud the United States Government and 

its Executive Agencies of their right to conduct their affairs 

free from fraud, false statements, chicanery and deceit, and 

would obtain for Iran by means of false and fraudulent pretenses 

and representations the following U.S. Defense Articles, among 

others, contrary to the laws and policy of the United States: 

100-150 M60 Engines and Gearboxes 

100 M48 Main Battle Tanks 

31. It was part of this scheme and artifice to defraud 
that the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, ALFRED FLEARMOY, RALPH KOPKA, 
HANS BIHN and FLEAR HOLDINGS, together with others unknown to the 
Grand Jury, would make and cause to be made to the United States 
Department of State or Defense false statements regarding the 
ultimate destination of the above described U.S. Defense 
Articles. 
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The International Procurement Scheme ("IP&S") 

32. From on or about December 23, 1985, up to and 
including April 21, 1966, in the Southern District of New York 
and elsewhere, the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, HERMANN MOLL and 
INTERNATIONAL PROCUREMENT AND SALES, INC. (hereafter 
"INTERNATIONAL PROCUREMENT"), together with others unknown to the 
Grand Jury, unlawfully, wilfully and knowingly devised and 
intended to devise a scheme and artifice to defraud and to obtain 
money and property by means of false and fraudulent pretenses and 
representations . 

33. It was the object of this scheme and artifice to 
defraud that the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, HERMANN MOLL and 
INTERNATIONAL PROCUREMENT, together with others unknown to the 
Grand Jury, would defraud the United States Government and its 
Executive Agencies of their right to conduct their affairs free 
from fraud, false statements, chicanery and deceit, and would 
obtain for Iran by means of false and fraudulent pretenses and 
representations the following U.S. Defense Articles, among 
others, contrary to the laws and policy of the United States: 


15 

F-4 Aircraft 

10 

Engines for 

F-4 Aircraft 


Spare Parts 

for F-4 Aircraft 

200 

Engines for 

M-48 Tanks 


34. It was part of this scheme and artifice to defraud 
that the defendants, SAMUEL EVANS, HERMANN MOLL and INTERNATIONAL 
PROCUREMENT, together with others unknown to the Grand Jury, 
would make and cause to be made to the United States Department 
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of state or Defense material false statements regarding the 
ultimate destination of the above described U.S. Defense Articles. 

The Vianar Anstalt Scheme ("VIANAR") 

35. From on or about January 13, 1986, up to and 
including April 21, 1986, in the Southern District of New York 
and elsewhere, the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, JOHN DELAROQUE, 
BERNARD VEILLOT, HANS BIHN and VIANAR ANSTALT, together with 
others known and unknown to the Grand Jury, unlawfully, wilfully 
and knowingly devised and intended to devise a scheme and 
artifice to defraud and to obtain money and property by means of 
false and fraudulent pretenses and representations. 

36. It was the object of this scheme and artifice to 
defraud that the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, JOHN DELAROQUE, BERNARD 
VEILLOT, KANS BIHN and VIANAR ANSTALT, together with others known 
and unknown to the Grand Jury, would defraud the United States 
Government and its Executive Agencies of their right to conduct 
their affairs free from fraud, false statements, chicanery and 
deceit, and would obtain for Iran by means of false and fraudu- 
lent pretenses and representations the following U.S. Defense 
Articles, among others, designated on the United States Munitions 
List contrary to the laws and policy of the United States: 

50 F104G Fighter Aircraft 

400-1000 AIM9 "Sparrow" Guided Missiles 

37. It was part of this scheme and artifice to defraud 
that the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, JOHN DELAROQUE, BERNARD 
VEILLOT, KANS BIHN and VIANAR ANSTALT, together with others known 
and unknown to the Grand Jury, would make and cause to be made to 

i 

the United States Department of State or Defense false statements 
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regarding the ultimate destination of the above described defense 
articles. 

Statutory Allegations 

38. On or about the dates and at the approximate times 
set forth below, in the Southern District of New York ("SONY"), 
and elsewhere, or in the Eastern District of New York ("EDNY") 
and elsewhere, the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, GURIEL EISENBERG, 
RAFAEL ISRAEL EISENBERG, WILLIAM NORTHROP, ABRAHAM BAR'AM, NICO 
MIN.i.RDOS, ALFRED FLEARMOY, HERMANN MOLL, HANS BIHN and RALPH 
KOPKA, unlawfully, wilfully and knowingly, and for the purpose of 
executing and attempting to execute the schemes and artifices 
described in paragraphs 22 through 37 above as specified below, 
caused to be transmitted by wire and radio in i.nterstate and 
foreign commerce, certain signs, signals and sounds, to wit, 
telephone calls initiated in the Southern or Eastern District of 
New York as follows: 


COUNT 

DATE 

TIME 

DISTRICT 

CHARGED 

SCHEME 

6 

12/20/85 

11:30 am 

SDNY 

EVANS 

IP&S 





MOLL 

IP&S 

7 

1/10/86 

3 : 50 pm 

SONY 

EVANS 

BIT 





R. EISENBERG 

BIT 





G. EISENBERG 

BIT 





NORTHROP 

BIT 





MINARDOS 

BIT 

8 

1/15/86 

10:00 am 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

IP&S 

VIANAR 





R. EISENBERG 

BIT 





G. EISENBERG 

BIT 





NORTHROP 

BIT 





MINARDOS 

BIT 





MOLL 

IP&S 





BIHN 

VIANAR 
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COUNT 

DATE 

TIME 

9 

1/17/86 

5:33 


10 1/21/86 3:47 pm 


11 

1/30/86 

1:03 pm 

12 

1/30/86 

3:20 pm 

13 

1/30/86 

5:05 pm 


14 

1/31/86 

6:45 

pm 

15 

2/5/86 

10:25 

am 

16 

2/5/86 

11:53 

am 
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DISTRICT 

CHARGED 

SCHEME 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

IP&S 


R. EISENBERC 

BIT 


G. EISENBERC 

BIT 


NORTHROP 

BIT 


MINARDOS 

BIT 


MOLL 

IP&S 

SONY 

EVANS 

BIT 

IP&S 


R. EISENBERC 

BIT 


G. EISENBERC 

BIT 


NORTHROP 

BIT 


MINARDOS 

BIT 


MOLL 

IP&S 

SONY 

EVANS 

BIT 


R. EISENBERC 

BIT 


G. EISENBERC 

BIT 


MINARDOS 

BIT 

SDNY 

EVANS 

IP&S 


MOLL 

IP&S 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

IP&S 



VI ANAR 


R. EISENBERC 

BIT 


G. EISENBERC 

BIT 


MINARDOS 

BIT 


MOLL 

IP&S 


BIHN 

VIANAR 

SDNY 

EVANS 

IP&S 


MOLL 

IP&S 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 


R. EISENBERC 

BIT 


G. EISENBERC 

BIT 


MINARDOS 

BIT 

SDNY 

EVANS 

VIANAR 


BIKN 

VIANAR 


App. 0963 



COUNT 

DATE 

TIME 

DISTRICT 

CHARGED 

SCHEME 

17 

2/6/86 

2:28 pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

IP&S 





MOLL 

IP&S 

18 

2/10/86 

1:23 pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 





R. EISENBERG 

BIT 





G. EISENBERG 

BIT 





MINARDOS 

BIT 

19 

2/20/86 

2:35 pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

DERGO 





NORTHROP 

DERGO 





MINARDOS 

DERGO 

20 

2/23/86 

2:58 pm 

EDNY 

EVANS 

DERGO 





NORTHROP 

DERGO 





MINARDOS ■ 

DERGO 

21 

2/24/86 

1:40 pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

FLEAR 





FLEARMOY 

FLEAR 





BIHN 

FLEAR 





KOPKA 

FLEAR 

22 

2/26/86 

12:01 pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

DERGO 





NORTHROP 

DERGO 

23 

2/27/86 

11:57 am 

SDNY 

EVANS 

DERGO 





NORTHROP 

DERGO 

24 

2/27/86 

noon 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 





R. EISENBERG 

BIT 





G. EISENBERG 

BIT 





MINARDOS 

BIT 

25 

2/27/86 

12:12 pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 





R. EISENBERG 

BIT 





G. EISENBERG 

BIT 





MINARDOS 

BIT 

26 

2/27/86 

12:30 pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

DERGO 





R. EISENBERG 

BIT 





G. EISENBERG 

BIT 





NORTHROP 

DERGO 





MINARDOS 

BIT 

DERGO 

27 

3/11/86 

2:00 pm 

EDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

DERGO 





MINARDOS 

BIT 

DERGO 





R. EISENBERG 

BIT 





G. EISENBERG 

BIT 





NORTHROP 

DERGO 



- 
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COUNT 

DATE 

TIME 


DISTRICT 

CHARGED 

SCHEME 

28 

3/12/86 

1:30 

pm 

SONY 

EVANS 

BIT 






MINARDOS 

BIT 






R. EISENBERG 

BIT 






G. EISENBERG 

BIT 

29 

3/14/86 

11:33 

am 

SONY 

EVANS 

BIT 

DERGO 






MINARDOS 

BIT 

DERGO 






R. EISENBERG 

BIT 






G. EISENBERG 

BIT 






NORTHROP 

DERGO 

30 

3/18/86 

2:02 

pm 

SONY 

EVANS 

DERGO 






NORTHROP 

DERGO 






MINARDOS 

DERGO 

31 

3/19/86 

12:34 

pm 

SONY 

EVANS 

FLEAR 






FLEARMOY 

FLEAR 






KCPKA 

FLEAR 






BIHN 

FLEAR 

32 

3/19/86 

12:50 

pm 

SONY 

EV.ANS 

FLEAR 






FLEARMOY 

FLEAR 






KOPKA 

FLEAR 






BIHN 

FLEAR 

33 

3/20/86 

4:33 

pm 

EDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

DERGO 






MINARDOS 

BIT 

DERGO 






R. EISENBERG 

BIT 






G. EISENBERG 

BIT 






NORTHROP 

DERGO 

34 

3/23/86 

9:42 

am 

EDNY 

EVANS 

DERGO 






MINARDOS 

DERGO 






NORTHROP 

DERGO 






BAR’ AM 

DERGO 

35 

3/25/86 

10:05 

am 

SONY 

EVANS 

FLEAR 





FLEARMOY 

FLEAR 






KOPKA 

FLEAR 






BIHN 

FLEAR 
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COUNT 

DATE 

TIME 

DISTRICT 

CHARGED 

36 

3/25/86 

4 : 44 pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 





MINARDOS 





R. EISENBERC 
C. EISENBERC 
NORTHROP 
FLEARMOY 
KOPKA 

BIHN 

37 

3/26/86 

7:25 am 

EDNY 

EVANS 

R. EISENBERC 
G. EISENBERC 
MINARDOS 

38 

4/1/86 

12:07 pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

FLEARMOY 

KOPKA 

BIHN 

39 

4/1/86 

12:17 pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

FLEARMOY 

KOPKA 

BIHN 

40 

4/3/86 

4:49 am 

EDNY 

EVANS 





MINARDOS 


' 



R. EISENBERC 
G. EISENBERC 
NORTHROP 
BAR'AN 

41 

4/6/86 

10:15 am 

EDNY 

EVANS 

FLEARMOY 

KOPKA 

BIHN 

42 

4/9/86 

6:30 am 

EDNY 

EVANS 


R. EISENBERC 
G. EISENBERC 
NINARDOS 
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SCHEME 

BIT 

DERGO 

FLEAR 

BIT 

DERGO 

BIT 

BIT 

DERGO 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

BIT 

BIT 

BIT 

BIT 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

BIT 

DERGO 

BIT 

DERGO 

BIT 

BIT 

DERGO 

DERGO 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

BIT 

BIT 

BIT 

BIT 


fiOl 



COUNT 

DATE 

TIME 

DISTRICT 

CHARGED 

SCHEME 

43 

4/10/86 

11:40 am 

SNDY 

EVANS 

BIT 





EVANS 

DERGO 





MINARDOS 

BIT 





MINARDOS 

DERGO 





R. EISENBERG 

BIT 





G. EISENBERG 

BIT 





NORTHROP 

DERGO 





BAR' AM 

DERGO 

44 

4/10/86 

4:24 pm 

SONY 

EVANS 

DERGO 





NORTHROP 

DERGO 





BAR' AM 

DERGO 





MINARDOS 

DERGO 

45 

4/12/86 

10:21 am 

EDNY 

EVANS 

FLEAR 





FLEARMOY 

FLEAR 





BIHN 

FLEAR 





KOPKA 

FLEAR 

46 

4/15/86 

4:25 pm 

SONY 

EVANS 

BIT 





MINARDOS 

BIT 





R. EISENBERG 

BIT 





G. EISENBERG 

BIT 

47 

4/16/86 

7:41 am 

EDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 





R. EISENBERG 

BIT 





G. EISENBERG 

BIT 





MINARDOS 

BIT 

48 

4/17/86 

5:19 pm 

SONY 

EVANS 

IP&S 





MOLL 

IP&S 

49 

4/18/86 

1:04 pm 

SONY 

EVANS 

BIT 

IP&S 





R. EISENBERG 

BIT 





G. EISENBERG 

SIT 





MINARDOS 

BIT 





MOLL 

IP&S 


(Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1343 and 2). 


- 37 - 

App. 0967 


8Q7 



COUNT FIFTY 


The Grand Jury further charges: 

39. The allegations contained in paragraphs 22 through 
25 of this Indictment are repeated and realleged as though fully 
set forth herein. 

40. On or about February 24, 1986, in the Southern 

District of New York and elsewhere, the defendant SAMUEL EVANS 
unlawfully, wilfully and knowingly, and for the purpose of 
executing and attempting to execute the scheme and artifice 
described in paragraphs 22 through 25 of this Indictment, caused 
to be delivered by mail according to the direction thereon from 
London, England to New York, New York, certain nail matter to be 
sent and delivered by the United States Postal Service, to wit, a 
mailing containing "Performa [sic] Invoice Number - 2199/86 - 
PROMIL,** listing the supply tine, price and quantity of military 
equipment described by reference to its 3.I.T. catalogue number. 

(Title 18, United States Code, Section 1341.) 
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COUNT FIFTY-ONE 


The Grand Jury further charges: 

41. The allegations contained in paragraphs 26 through 
28 of this Indictment are repeated and realleged as though fully 
set forth herein. 

42. On or about March 18, 1986, in the Southern 
District of New York and elsewhere, the defendant SAMUEL EVANS 
unlawfully, wilfully and knowingly, and for the purpose of 
executing and attempting to execute the sceme and artifice 
described in paragraphs 26 through 28 of this Indictment, caused 
to be delivered by mail according to the direction thereon from 
London, England to New York, New York, certain mail matter to be 
sent and delivered by the United States Postal Service, to wit, a 
mailing containing a list of military ecpjipment and a discussion 
of end user certificates on the letterhead of Dergo Establishment. 

(Title 18, United States Code, Section 1341.) 
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COUNT FIFTY- TWO 


The Grand Jury further charges: 

43. On or about April 3, 1986, in the Southern 
District of New York and elsewhere, the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, 
WILLIAM NORTHROP, ABRAHAM BAR'AM, and KICO MINARDOS, unlawfully, 
knowingly and willfully in a license application, to wit, an 
Application/License for Permanent Export of Unclassified Defense 
Articles and Related Unclassified Technical Data, Form DSP-5, 


filed by Liberty Electronics, Inc., 548 Broadway, New York, New 
York 10012, to export the following items used for radar 
AN/APQ120 System on F4 Aircraft: 


50 

Potentiometer 

P/N 

900217/238 

50 

Potentiometer 

P/N 

900217/237 

50 

Potentiometer 

P/N 

900217/123 

50 

Potentiometer 

P/N 

900217/239 

50 

Symchro 

P/N 

900141/70 

50 

Symchro 

P/N 

900130/35 

50 

Symchro 

P/N 

917010/1 

700 

Gyro 

P/N 

GG250A12, 


made and caused to be made an untrue sratement of a material 
fact, to wit, the following false responses to the following 
questions: 

QUESTION RESPONSE 

Country of Ultimate TEL .AVIV, ISRAEL 

Destination 


Name and Address of GOVT OF ISRAEL/T10D 

Foreign end-user ISRAELI AIRF0RC[E) HEADQUARTERS 

HAKIRYA TEL AVIV, ISRAEL. 


(Title 22, United States Code, Section 2778(c), 
Title 18, United States Code, Section 2.) 
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COUNT FIFTY- FIVE 


Th« Grand Jury further charges; 

46. On or about April 8, 1986, in the Southern 
District of New York and elsewhere, the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, 
WILLIAM NORTHROP, ABRAHAM BAR* AM, and NICO MINARDOS, unlawfully. 


knowingly and willfully in a license application, to wit, an 
Application/License for Permanent Export of Unclassified Defense 
Articles and Related Unclassified Technical Data, Form DSP-5, 
filed by Liberty Electronics, Inc., 548 Broadway, New York, New 
York 10012, to export the following items used for ground support 
navigation system for F4 Aircraft: 

1 Test Console P/N 23563, 

made and caused to be made an untrue statement of a material 
fact, to wit, the following false responses to the following 
questions: 


QUESTION RESPONSE 

Country of Ultimate TEL AVIV, ISRAEL 

Destination 


Name and Address of GOVT OF I SRAEL/M . O . D . 

Foreign end-user ISRAELI AIRFORCE HEADQUARTERS 

KAKIRYA TEL AVIV, ISRAEL. 


(Title 22, United States Code, Section 2778(c), 
Title 18, United States Code, Section 2.) 
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COUNT FIFTY- FOUR 


The Grand Jury further charges: 

45. On or about April 3, 1986, in the Southern 
District of New York and elsewhere, the defendants SAMUEL EVANS, 
WILLIAM NORTHROP, ABRAHAM BAR'AM, and NICO MINARDOS, unlawfully. 


knowingly and willfully in a license application, to wit, an 
Application/License for Permanent Export of Unclassified Defense 
Articles and Related Unclassified Technical Data, Form DSP-5, 
filed by Liberty Electronics, Inc., 548 Broadway, New York, New 
York 10012, to export the following items used for ground support 
for F4 Aircraft: 

50 Pilot Tester TTU205BE, 

made and caused to be made an untrue statement of a material 
fact, to wit, the following false responses to the following 
false questions: 


QUESTION RESPONSE 

Country of Ultimate TEL AVIV, ISRAEL 

Destination 


Name and Address of GOVT OF ISRAEL/M. O.D. 

Foreign end-user ISRAELI AIRFORCE HEADQUARTERS 

HAKIRYA TEL AVIV, ISRAEL. 


(Title 22, United States Code, Section 2778(c), 
Title 18, United States Code, Section 2.) 
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'•‘wno ffovinsjj 


UNlTin> BTATC 8 CLAIMS COURT 


OARV HOWARD And RQNAlD TUCKER ) 

) 

) 2A&-67 C 

> 

UNITED 6TATC9 OP BMCRXCA ) 


AFFIDAVIT 

OF 

WU.UIAM WARREN NORTHROP 


COMEB NOW WILLIAM WARREN NORTHROP, ancj ovlng oT lawful ap« «r>d 
duly •iMor-n. a*pc>l»R« Rno «Aysi 


1. 1 m»k« th» fcl lowing utMtoMont aaaod on o(»r*«anA) knewl»cig« 

ond/ot* i nf c>rrao^ i on *nd bdXtoF ond I om comootdnt to tooblfy 

to thd Motion Hon«»ln «t*t»d. 


e. DuvtriQ tho SuMMon of 1909, tno Bovonnmont of torool ontirnoa 
into » contract with Ih* ZalaMie Rooublle of Iran t© doUvor a 
oniorndnl of Dofonao matoriaX, Thia tdaldnial cermtatod of S50 
Ursa for F--4 "PhantoM** aircraft, oomu aoara oarta for TPS— *.T 
radar <HAWK ay««OM> and aaaortad awMunit lon^ Tha total value of 
the contract waa allgMtly Immm than tt, Tho OMariean 

GovarnMont waa informed, inttally through the Qm«r>ican 
Ambaasador to laraal, SAMUEL LEWIE, and lator a dtaeuaaion wat 
hald between Preaident JIMMY CARTER and Prime Minieter MSNACHE.'M 
BEGIN, Theee d 1 acrueeiona and the aeRroval ©f Ine eala by the 
Americana t-^oK place prior to the delivery of the goode. 


d. curing December of Gwnwr-al t-iENACHEM MCRON. the laraal 

Military Attache to the laraeli Cmbaeay In Waahington aaxee 
MORRIS AMITAY to aecertain the new admi niatrat ion* * oolley on 
TaT'aell arm sale# te Iran. AMITAY, an American oiticen ar^i 
Official pf tlie American Xarael Political Action Committee 
<AIPAC> contacted RICHARD V. allEN, the Preeidont-elect* e f^rtijn 
□olivy acJviaor. ALLCN cheeked and adviaed AMITAY of the new 
#dm 1 r^l tot r i C*ri* • «OD¥^<^vala 

General MERON later btCRMe the Director aenural of the 
leraell Mlnietry of Defence and waa tna key alaya,> curing the 
"coffee" ooerat lone, , . IRAN— CONTRA, 
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4. On ee r#bru«ry 1961% U^mH P<yrmi^ri vrZHAK RHAHIR 

#n€l RueXANDGR HAtO^ 41 m AiMRrieAtn 6mo\^mt w^ry of StAtR mmt and 
diacsuMvdf amono oth«ir thinga^ shiemant of Amanicar^-mada 

jf«»aaoana to Iman. HAZO c^onvayad aao^^ovol follaMing dlacMaaiona 
batwaan him Btata Dapartvaant caunaalor, ROBtBT C, McrAAL.ANB| and 
tha Diracior, Oanaral of ZartMal'a Foroian Miniatryi OAVIft KIMCHB. 


&• Pi^ring Aanah of LBli| Xavaal agraad to ai^poly aDDt*«oKirMtaly 
f7fOB0«dBO North of aoara parts for AMorloan-fMada C-12B aircraft 
and ccntmgnicat »ona aouipMont# TKp Amor lean Oabaamaaor to Taraa;, 
SAMUEL LCWIQ^ waa informad and loraol warn allomad to i^ao Ionian 
atoeUa frna OrMarioan acurcas. 


G. Paring July of isai, tho Stata of laraol agroac tr. aupoly 
tho lalaniic Rauubllc of trai'i with aorwa aSltOi OSSi w> 2 krth of 
frtiXltary aquloMont* This oonalstsd of oavarsl daala uruht'^Ml 1 srad 
into ona lar^o contract by tr^m PrMs Galas ContMlttaa of tha 
Ministry of Dafansa. 

Cna Dart of thia transaction involvad 3SS tons of noara 
Darts for tanks valuad at aporoKlmataly fl Million, Savaral 
arms daaiars« including ANDACAft JENN2 and lAKI SMALLCV fronted tha 
transaction on tna Zsraali slda* Tha Iranian front Man ras AKMCD 
KHUPARI, acting on bahalf of tha Iranian Ministry of Dafsnsat TKa 
contract called for tha air* uelivary of l£ loaes of mstarial froM 
Tal Avtv to laharan via Larnacat Cyprua* The mmi wri ,^ 1 ) in thim 
contract conaiatad of spare parts for ri**4A MSTs and M-112 ADCs 
aema of which was msnuf act ur ad at URDAr^ in Kiatanya« tsraal« while 
the romair>dar was Awar'ican-^Madc# 

A small Frsnch firm frontad ths dal i vary, chartaring a TP.^ 
(Arpantlna) CL.-t4 turbooy‘op aircraft for tii« rilphta. On 18 July 
19B1« tha CL-44 aircraft^ designatsd VA-Rfi4, rmtarninp from it* 
third trio to Iran, wanasrao off ooursa evar Turkey and into 
Soviet alr*suace« It wa* ahc*t sewn by Soviet interoeotors. 

The ramalndar of the materlaia were delivered on *eK*duiev 
including wheel and brake assaeblies for F-4 ^'Phantorn*^ aircraft, 
cirmimuni cat ions equipment and soara paf^tsy iSAmm Recoiiesa Rifles, 
Mortarsi smsll arfiia« asmunl t ion, and ssara parte for TP6-t3 
radars. 

The United Btatas Ambassador to israalt SMinuuu. l_c:nZS, was 
orovided a comolate list of the items being sole. In addition, 
the CIA ifiaintainsd electronic survalilenoe on ths Iranian 
purchasing office in London, Nhiers tha deal a were concluded, 
iSV'aal was allowed to raolenish certain atocks from American 
courcae* 
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7. DurtnQ May ©f 190<2» t Oof«v%«a Minifitor, SHARON 

informad AMwricai^ Bmet'mtmry of etaks ALCXANOER HAIO and Dafai^s* 
®*^’*****'y CASPER WBINSCRSER that Io»'aaI l»%konci«d to noil 
aap«*OMlniatdly SSS^ SSSf eso wot'th of fsradli^mada maio>'ial« to th» 
Z«i*Mie RapMblln ©f trmn, Thw o«*d»r oondicitad of itmtami 

IBSinrn Mor*ta»*» nianuf ackurad b)‘ eOUTAM, 10Bmra Recoilosa Rlflaa 
M#r>ufaoks,i>*ad by 3SRASU MILITARY INDUBTRIEB ar,d asaortod 
aMMUY^ikion Manuf «ek urad by Doth. 


fl. DuY'Inj J'.ily cf 1Q0£, tna Oavarnwant ©f laY^aa) afilpoor! c;ASf>> 
OfKav'ieayY-Mada MK-fc 6,9 fuaa* < Mawuf act uvod Lo^a Star* Qf6<»r.al iv. 

Tc..ar*Uooa. Ta„aa> alor.9 with 90, 00 « har.a gr*onad©a to w#**i»hr.i.i«a.:; 
ih PortuBal. Thia ca»*9o was then loaoad aboard a Danish sh»p i*..* th# 
.•''OENSTED Unas, caotalnad by ©na THOMAS QTRMEECw, a Sr'ltish 
Natl ona 1 . 

Tha sailer of this ear*ge. was HEOTERN DVNC'MICS, «r, 0 »i*artean 
f|»*M owi%ed by ona HOUSHANQ LAvr, an Ir*anian bor*n OMOr'tean 
Cl t i Ksn. 


aTRHSECH dslivarad his cai'ge to f'a Iranian port c.f Dander 
El-Obas» whara It r«aa ra^aetad oy the local authorltioo for 
r‘oei 3 Qv'i» urikriONv*! tc* dtioonant. 


After contecttrig both hOENSTED ar.d WESTERN DYNAMICS, STRueECH 
than aoJd tha cargo to Xi'aq. 


7ha gC'Varnniant of tha Ur.liad Stataa warn inforKiad of tnis 
tr-anafar orlor to it laavlng Israal and aoprovod. 



3, During Sautanibar of l9bS, tha bovarnwant ©f X sraal In 
conjuntion with tha OovarnMant of tha Unitad Ctst^s antarad into ^ > 
an agreement to eupoorV dlsldent elaMenta within Iran in an f j 

attempted coup, Tha Oovarnhiant of Israel agreed supply ^ 

Mj i liph worth Of captured Soviet annsf which waa to be auopliad 
tf ‘rough Sudan. EOY* t'easons unknown tc your dsoonant, thia eoua 
waa aborted. 


10, During November of ltd£, the Qovarwnent ©f Xsr*,Ael entered 
into an aBraermeht with the Islamic Republic cf Iran to sueply 
1000 TOW Mlssilee# The crigtiinal agreement was arranged between 
JEAN-PIKRRC DCLANE8E, acting on behalf of the I»«arilan Mlnietry of ^ 
Defense and an Israeli arms dealer acting on behalf of tSo 1 

Israeli Ministry of Defense, Permission was sought and rocotvoe 
from the Amai'lean governnient and Zsi'ael wan allowed to reelanie^ 
their stocks with I-tOw Tha wiiia nada Ir.T.r, 

via Am on a cl'^Antaroa Aircraft. 
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11, In o«eh And evciny IndtAno® war in«^AnlAls halng aant by 
l«r«Al to th» 1 a1«m1c Rvpublie ©f X**An, wbot^o** «woK MAtonlal* 
w«»*« of Am*nlc«n onigln on not, tKo govonnwont of tho Unitod 
BtAtos w»« in^onmod In Advonoo And ABonovod pnion to «ihl pdOnt . 


Ift. RunthAn your* Affiant nayoth not. 



STATE OP OKI_AMOMfl ) 

) BS, 

COUNTY OP OKLAHOMA > 

Bafcne mo, tho unddroigndd, a Not«»'y Public within and fan 
tho StAto of OUlAhOMA, on tnid I4th day of Nov/OMbon, 1 BAft, 
BArApnally ADpoAi'od Will lam Uannon Northnoo, to mo known to Ua 
tho IdontloAl odndon who aHOCMtdd tha aoov/a and forapolno 
Affidavit, and odndonally AOk.nowl adgad to ma that ha haa raad, 
undordtood and aigned tho namo and that ho axoeutdd thd aama as 
hid fraa and voluntanv act and doad fon th# usad Afid ounpoddB 
thdhdln sdt forth, 

* 

IN WITNEOS WEREOF. I havo honounto afflMad wy dignatura ar<i 
official aeal thd day and data horotofero atatad. 

'^1 

Notary Public 


My eo?nrf«i««iQn mnaiY^mmi 
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WILLIAM NORTHROP . Dofondont's witp.«s«, 
was duly sworn. 

THE CLERK: Would you bs seated , please. 
Sir, would you state your full name, spell 
your last name for the record. 

THE WITNESS: Ny name is william Warren 
Northrop, N-o-r-t-h-r-o-p. 

THE CLERK: Thank you. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 


DY MR. SCOTT: 

Q Mr. Northrop, are you acquainted with the 
defendant Richard Brenneke? 

A Yes, Z am. 

0 How long have you known Hr. Brenneke? 

A Oh, 20 years. Thereabouts. 

Q Mr. Northrop, are you a United States citizen? 

A Yes, sir, I am. 

Q Do you hold citizenship in any other country? 

A Yes, I do. 

Q And could you tell the jurors which countries? 

A I am a dual national. I hold citizenship in the 
State of Isreal. 
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W. Northrop - d 330 

Q - Hr. Northrop, would you be able to tell the 
jurors how you know Mr. Brenneke and where you first came 
into contact with him. 

A I first came across Mr. Brenneke on a little 
weekend jaunt in 1967, I believe late 1967, at the Royal 
Thai Air Base at U Taphao, Thailand. 

Q And was that air base occupied by any entity 
known to you as a proprietary of the CIA? 

A Ves. The Air America people used U Taphao to 
stage operations. 

Q Have you met Mr. Brenneke in any other 
localities? 

A Yes. In the late summer of 1980, I ran across 
Mr. Brenneke in Lahore, Pakistan. 

Q What was Mr. Brenneke doing when you met him in 
Lahore, Pakistan? 

A Mr. Brenneke was transporting cargo into the 
Lahore Airport in Pakistan. 

Q Did you have any way of determining what type of 
cargo that might have been, whether it was fruit or 
vegetables or -- 

A Well, I'm not sure what the cargo was, in all 
honesty. However, the cargo was destined for the 
militarized zone on the border between Afghanistan and ' 
Pakistan. The cargo was destined for the Mujahideen 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


2 / 27/84 

04t« Of tran*g»lotlort 


JOHN SHAHEEN# President of John Shaheen Natural 
Resources Company Incorporated and New Foundland Refinery 
Corporation with offices at 90 Park Avenue telephone number 
867-0250 was interviewed at his office concerning his relationship 
with CYRUS KASHEMI. 

Specifically^ SKAKEEN was questioned regarding 
his contacts with Director WILLIAM CASEY of the Central 
Intelligence Agency (CIA) or other representatives of the 
CIA regarding CYRUS HASHEMI. SHAHEEN* began by providing 
a background on himself. He stated he was a former Captain 
in the United States Navy with extensive service in World 
War II (WWII) especially, in the Office of Strategic Services 
(OSS) where he met WILLIAM CASEY. SHAHEEN also served in 
the Office of the Secretary of the Navy where he was involved 
in highly secretive counterintelligence and counterespionage 
activities. He stated that he has maintained a relationship 
with WILLIAM CASEY since WWII days and considers him a close 
personal friend. He advised that he is also acquainted 
with others in government including former Presidents, President 
REAGAN, Secretary of State GEORGE SCHULTZ, Attorney General 
WILLIAM FRENCH SMITH, and current White House Counsellor 
EDWIN MEESE. He advised that he is also acquainted with 
several officials of the CIA including the Chief of the 
Near East Branch. For reasons of security, this man will 
not be identified in this document. 


SHAHEEN stated that he was introduced to CYRUS 
HASHE.MI in late 1979 or early 1980 by a former Iranian Ambassador 
to the United States whose name he could not recall during 
the period of the interview. The introduction to HASHEMI 
took place at HASHEMI's offices at 9 West 57th Street which 
SHAHEEN identified as the Gulf Bank. As SHAHEEN recalls 
it, the introduction was arranged after the unnamed Iranian 
Ambassador to the United States had advised SHAHEEN that 
HASHEMI had extensive contacts in Iran (as SHAHEEN recalls 
it HASHEMI had a relative who was in the Iranian parliament) , 
and after HASHEMI had been identified as havix^ extensive ^ 
contacts in the oil commjnities in Iran, Tunisia (because /9 7 
of HASHEMI*s marriage into an aristocratic Tunisian famil-y); 
and Nigeria where HASHEMI apparently had extensive busrnesy:.'; 
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and commercial contacts. SHAHESN stated that he is in the 
oil business and as such requires contracts to purchase 
oil for refinement at various refineries operated by or 
contracted for his company. His purpose in meeting HASHEMI 
was to cultivate him as a source of contacts for oil contract 
purchases in Iran, Nigeria and Tunisia. He explained that 
since the Presidential embargo as a result of the Iranian 
hostage crises, SHAHEEN * s^ company has purchased no oil from 
Iran although he expects j:hat in the near future Di;itid 
States law will allow such purchases. SHAHEEN advised that 
although he could not make purchases of Iranian crude oil 
he could definetly purchase Nigerian or Tunisian oil and 
to this end HASHEMI would have been a good contact. He 
stated that his inquiry regarding HASHEMI determined that 
he had extensive contacts in Nigeria and Tunisia and he 
solicited HASHEMI *s assistance in acquiring such contacts. 

He advised that HASHEMI has been unable to establish sufficient 
contacts for SHAHEEN which have actually resulted in a contract 
for the purchase of crude oil however he has made extensive 
efforts as far as SHAHEEN is concerned in this regard. 

To this end he has had several lunch, dinner and office 
appointments with HASHEMI. 

SHAHEEN continued that although he was with the 
Offices of Strategic Services (OSS) in W"WII that he is currently 
a businessman and is not at present associated with any 
intelligence activities of the United States government. 

He advised that he continues to maintain his long established 

contacts in the United States government, has throughout 

the years supported candidates for both elected and appointed 

office and has on more than one occasion passed information 

to United States officials which he learned in his capacity 

as an international businessman. SEAHEEN stated that he mentioned 

HASHEMI to persons in the CIA because during the coarse 

of SHAHEEN 's contact with HASHEMI he determined that HASHEMI 

might be able to play some role in either alleviating the 

hostage crises in Iran or in establishing a dialogue with 

the KHOEMINI government and the United States. He stated 

that he made these contacts including a contact with Director 

WILLIAM CASEY of the CIA on a strictly voluntary basis, 

acting on his own at all times without prompting from HASHEMI 

or any one connected to HASHEMI. He emphasized that as 

a businessman and a political realist he was aware that 

sooner or later, despite the Iranian hostage crises, the 

Uni te d . Sta tes would have to engage in some type of relationship- 

with Iran and believed that HASHEMI might play some type 

of rcle in establishing that relationship, however minor. 

He snated he was not aware of United States policy regarding 
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Iran except through what he ceifd in the papers or obtained 
from conversation through his established contacts. He 
knew that the United States policy with regards to Iran 
daring the period of the hostage crises was in a state of 
crises, a situation which continued for sometime after the 
hostages were released upon President REAGAN'S inauguration. 

SHAHEEN recalled Vaguely that in October of 1983 
afcer he had a conversation with WILLIAM CASEY at a date, 
place and time unrecalled, a conversation wherein SHAHEEN 
explained to CASEY his knowledge of HASHEMI and how he thought 
HASHEMI might have some value to the United States with regards 
to Iran, SHAHEEN met with one of CASEY * s representatives 
who was the Chief of a Near East Branch of the CIA. SH.^HEEN 
recalled that at the luncheon meeting he explained his knowledge 
of HASHEMI and how he thought HASHEMI might have some impact 
on the current Iranian situation. 

SHAHEEN stated that he did not know at the time 
that CYRUS HASHEMI was under investigation for violations 
of the Federal Law and that his meeting with Chief Near 
East Branch was friendly and cordial and that the information 
he provided was taken in the spirit in which it was offered. 

He stated that this meeting was not the only time that he 
discussed HASHEMI with representatives of the CIA and recalled 
that as late as six months ago he raised the subject of 
HASHEMI to the CIA and other represe tnat i ves of the government 
at which time he was informed that "HASHEMI was off limits" 
and the government desired no dealings with him. SHAHEEN stated 
that at that time he was informed that HASHEMI was under 
investigation by the Federal government and that contacts 
by the CIA or other United States government representatives 
with HASHEMI would be counterproductive. SHAHEEN emphasized 
that WILLIAM CASEY never asked SHAHEEN to contact CYRUS 
HASHEMI or obtain any informatoin about HASHEMI for or on 
behalf of CASEY or the United States government. He stated 
that HASHEMI was never actually aware of any contacts in 
government made by SHAHEEN and he restated that all information 
he passed regarding HASHEMI to the United States government 
was done on his own initiative and that he has never been 
tasked or asked by any governmental agency to provide information 
regarding HASHEMI. 

SHAHEEN continued that approximately two weeks 
ago he was telephoned by CYRUS HASHEMI at SHAHEEN's office 
who explained at the time that he was in trouble with the 
United States government over some relatively minor matters 
and asked SHAHEEN if he would consent to see former Attorney 
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General ELLIOT RICHARDSON whom had retained in connection 

with his problems with the government. SHAHEEN agreed and 
stated that approximately two hours after his telephone 
conversation with HASKEMI ELLIOT RICHARDSON called for an 
appointment. SHAHEEN checked his records of the RICHARDSON 
appointment kept by his secretary which were viewed by the 
interviewing agents and which showed that ELLIOT RICHARDSON 
was in SHAHEEN 's office at 90 Park Avenue on Wednesday February 
8, 1984 from 2:45 PM until *3:30 PM. SHAHEEN stated that 
at this meeting RICHARDSON explained to him that HASHEMI 
was under investigation by the United States government 
over minor violations of the United States Customs laws 
and that the government was considering an indictment of 
HASHEMI. RICHARDSON advised SHAHEEN that he thought the 
investigation and probable indictment of HASHEMI was iladvised 
because of three reasons. SHAHEEN stated that RICHARDSON 
told him that the government should not proceed with an 
indictment of HASHEMI for these same three reasons. SHAHEEN 
explained that RICHARDSON indicated that RICHARDSON believed 
that HASHEMI was owed a debt of gratitude for the activities 
of HASHEMI in connection with the Iranian hostage situation. 
SHAHEEN explained that he was not familiar with these activities 
and was not aware that HASHEMI was involved in any negotiation 
regarding the hostages. SHAHEEN stated that secondly, RICHARDSON 
advised against an indictment of HASHEMI because should 
HASHEMI be required to identify himself certain information 
which would be very sensitive and damaging to the United 
States government would necessarily be exposed by HASHEMI 
in his defense against the charges. 

SHAHEEN further stated that RICHARDSON'S third 
reason for contacting SHAHEEN regarding this matter was 
because of- SHAHEEN 's relationship (as interpreted by RICHARDSON) 
with HASHEMI indicating that if KASHET-II were indicted he 
could no longer be of any service to SHAHEEN. RICHARDSON 
then asked SHAHEEN if SHAHEEN would contact "BILL" CASEY 
(Director, CIA) on HASHEMI 's behalf. SHAHEEN stated that 
he replied that he could see several people on HASHEMI *s 
behalf including EDWIN MEESE, GEORGE SCHULTZ, and others 
but that his long experience with the United states government 
caused him to advise RICHARDSON that if HASHEMI had violated 
the law be ought to be prepared to pay the consequences 
and only if HASHEMI had something of extreme value to the 
United States government of an intelligence nature; (such 
as information relating to the proposed closure of the Straits 
of Hormuz, or some other crucial Middle East-Iranian matter), 
would policy makers in the United States government attempt 
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to intervene with federal prosecutors. SHAHEEN advised RICHARDSON 
that unless such information was extremely important he 
doubted if United States policy makers or his contacts in 
government would attempt to interfere with any federal investigation. 
He emphasized again that if HASHEMI had "four aces in his 
deck" that now was the time to play them with the United 
States government if in fact he was in serious trouble for 
violating United States laws. 

SHAHEEN stated that his meeting with RICHARDSON 
was cordial but that he did not contact CASEY or any other 
CIA representative regarding HASHEMI on the basis of this 
specific meeting with RICHARDSON, taking the cue in prior 
meetings he had had with the CIA as referred to above which 
indicated that HASHEMI was "off limits". 

SHAHEEN stated that HASHEMI telephoned him at 
his office on February 9th at 11:40 AM and asked SHAHEEN 
if RICHARDSON had met with HASHE;MI . SHAHEEN confirmed his 
meeting with RICHARDSON and again emphasized to HASHEMI 
that it was apparent that HASHEMI was in serious trouble 
with the Federal government and that if he had something 
valuable of intelligence interest to pass to the United ' 

States government that perhaps now was the time to do so. 

HASHEMI agreed and stated that he in fact did have something 
of value. SHAHEEN ended the interview by stating that in 
fact HASHEMI telephoned him today, February 21, 1984, to discuss 
matters relating to a business deal and again HASHEMI indicated 
that he was in serious trouble with the United States government 
asd asked SHAHEEN to arrange a meeting with someone whom 
he could discuss this information with. SHAHEEN did not 
agree to do so but instead referred HASHEMI to various United 
States government directories all of which contained the 
address and phone number of various United States intelligence 
communities such as the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
(FBI), CIA, the Defense Intelligence Agency and others, 
which could take his information and evaluate it appropriately. 
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PRESS REPORTS, BROADCASTS, BOOKS, AND 
CONGRESSIONAL MATERIALS RELATED TO THE OCTOBER SURPRISE 


Periodicals and Broadcasts 

Anns for Hostages . MacNeil-Lehrer NewsHour, Nov. 7, 1986. 

The Arms Game . CBS News 60 Minutes, Nov. 30, 1986. 

T. Atlas, Reagan; I Tried to Aid Hostages . Chicago Tribune, Jun. 
16, 1991, at 14. 

R.C. Bachus, Reagan-Bush '80 Arms Deal with Iran Charged . Christian 
Science Monitor, Oct. 21, 1988. 

L. Barber and A. Friedman, Reagan Reopens Hostage Issue . Financial 
Times, Jun. 17, 1991, at 2. 

J. Barry, A Case of Confused Identity? . Newsweek, Nov. 18, 1991, at 
34. 

J. Barry, Making of A Mvth . Newsweek, Nov. 11, 1991, at 18. 

J. Barry, One Man. Many Tales . Newsweek, Nov. 4, 1991, at 36. 

R.L. Berke, Inouirv Is Ordered on 1980 Campaign . New York Times, 
Aug. 6, 1991, Sect. 1 at 1. 

P. Berman, Was Casev Here? And Here? And Here...? . The Traveller, 
Feb. 1992, at 92. 

J. Bleifuss, A Surprise This October? . In These Times, Jul. 24, 
1991, at 4. 

J. Bleifuss, Attacks. Heart and Otherwise . In These Times, May 15, 
1991, at 4. 

J. Bleifuss, Deal of the Decade . In These Times, Oct. 12, 1988, at 

10 . 

J. Bleifuss, Deals Upon Deals? . In These Times, Jul. 10, 1991, at 

4. 

J. Bleifuss, Dirty Dealers and Election Stealers . In These Times, 
Apr. 17, 1991, at 8. 
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IV\in 2-KlII.KS OV n<()( KDIIRE OF TIIF TASK FORCE OF 
IV1EIMHERS OF THE HOUSE COMMITrEE ON FOREKIN AF- 
FAIRS TO INVESTICATE CERTAIN ALLEOATIONS CON- 

( ERNINC THE HOIJlINC OF AMERK ANS AS IIOSTACES 

ItV IRAN IN 1980 

|“Orl<ilKT Surprise Task Forro’*| 

Rule 1. Rules 

I I provisions o( House Resolution 2.58. 102n(l (on^'ress, 2ncl 
Session. oslnblishinK this Task Force, and the Rules of the House of 
Representatives where not inconsistent therewith, an* the rules of 
tiu* 'Pask Force, lo>»other with these Rules. 

1 2 rhese Rules may l)e modified, amended, or reiKsiled hy IIm* 
Pask Force, provided that a notice in writing of the pro|K>se<l 
changes has been given to each member at least 18 hours prior to 
tin* meeting at which action thereon is to b<* taken. Notwithstand- 
ing the provisions o( Rule 2, proxies may not Ih' uswl in any vole to 
modify, aim nd, adopt, or repeal any rule of the Task Force. 1'he 
cli.inges shall lK*come effective immediately and shall he published 
in I he ( ’ongressional Record. 

Rule 2. Convening of Meetings 

2 I I’he p.isk Force may schedule a regul.ii day and lioiii to 
meet 

2 2 Phe chairman shall have authority, upon proper notice, to 
call such additional meetings of the Task Force as he may deem 
neccs.sary, and to dispense with regular meetings when, in his judg- 
ment. there is no need therefore, and may delegate suclr ant hority 
to any other member of the Task Force. 

2 4 A majority ol the members of the Task Force may call a s|)e- 
cial meeting for a specific matter pursuant to the procedures s|H‘ci- 
ficd in House Rule XI(2 KcH2). 

2.1 In the case of any meeting of the Task Force, oIIht than a 
regularly scheduled meeting, the clerk of the Task Force shall 
notify each meml>er of the Task Force of the time and place of the 
meeting and shall give reasonable notice which, except in extraor- 
dinary circumstances, shall be at least 24 hours in advance of any 
m<‘eling held in Washin^on, D.C., and at least 48 hours in the case 
of any nieeting held outside Washington, D C. 

Rule .3. Meeting Procedures 

4 1 One third of the members of the Task Force shall constitute a 
ipioniin for the transaction of business otht‘r than the re|M)rting «>f 
a matter, which simll require a majority of the Task Force, except 
that two memlx-rs shall constitute a quorum for hearing testimony. 
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it. ‘2 All meeting's nr oI IIh* 'Insk I'niin sh.ill hn ronduclnd 

in open session, unless a majority ol members nl lb<‘ I ask knrce 
voting, there being in attrmdancc* at least two members nl the task 
Force, vote to close a meeting or lu*aring 

:t.3 When a quorum for any particular purpose is present, gener- 
al proxies may be counted for that purpose. Proxies may be gem*ral 
or may be limited to spt'cific matters A vot<‘ by any memb< r of the 
Task Force with respect to any matter b<*ing considen*d may be 
cast by proxy if the proxy authori/^ition is in writing, asserts that 
tin* memlH‘r is absent on olTicial business or is otherwise* imablc* to 
l>e present, an<! designates the nu*mb<*r or alternate member who is 
to execute the proxy authorization. Kach proxy to be ellective shall 
be signer! by the mem!)er assigning his vote and shall contain the 
date and time that the proxy is signed. Proxies shall Ik‘ effective at 
the session for which they are provided, or if that session is r(‘- 
scheduled, at the rescheduled se.ssion. Proxies shall not reduce the 
quorum required for reporting contempt matters and will not be 
counted towards the two-thirds minimum re<|uirement pursuant to 
18 U.S.C. § 6005 neerled to seek an immunity order 

3.4 It shall be the duty of a staff officer designated by the chair- 
man to keep or cause to be kept a stenographic record of all Task 
Force proceedings. All transcripts, affidavits, and de|M)sitions, and 
copies and extracts thereof, shall be the projH*rty of the Task Force, 
and not of the witnesses, unless tin* Task Fohm* determines other- 
wi.se. 

3.5 The C'hairman, or in his ahsi‘nce a memhei designat«*d by the 
chairman, shall preside over all meetings and hearings ol the Task 
Force 

Itiile I. Subpoenas 

4 1 The chairman, upon consultation with the ranking Republi- 
can member, shall authorize and issue subpoenas. In addition, the 
Task Force may itself vote to authorize and issue subpoenas Sub- 
poenas shall be issued under the s(*al ol the House and attested by 
the Clerk, and may he served by any persons designatecl by the 
chairman. Subpoenas shall he issued upon the chairman's signa- 
ture or that of a member designated by him or by the Task Force. 

4.2 Orders for the furnishing of information by int(‘rrogatory, the 
inspecting of locations and systems of records upon notice except in 
exigent circumstanccis, the obtaining of evidc*nci* in other countries 
by means of letters rogatory or otherwise, and other piocesses for 
obtaining information available to the Task F'orce, shall he author- 
ized and issued by the chairman, u|)on consultation with the rank- 
ing Republican membt?r, or by the Task Force. In addition to the 
procedures provided for in Rule 4.1 and 1.4, requc'sts lor investiga- 
tions, reports, and other assistance from any agency ol the execu- 
tive, legislative, and judicial branches of the led(‘rid government, 
may ^ made by the chairman, upon consultation with the ranking 
Republican member, or by the Task Force 

4.3 Provisions may be included in the proc(*ss of tin* I ask Force 
to pr«*vent the disclosure of Task Force demands lor inlormation, 
when deemed necessary for the security ol inlormation or the 
progress of the investigation by the chairman or member designat- 


ed by him or the lask Force, such as re(|uiring that compani(*s le- 
ceiving subpoenas for llnancial or toll recoids make no <lisclo.sure 
to ciistotiH'is regarding the subpoena Ibr ninety <lays or |)robibiting 
tin* revelation by witnesses anci their counsr*! of I'ask Force in(|uir- 
ies. 

I I A subpcH'iia duces tecum for documents may be i.ssued whose 
return shall occur at a de|M>sition or at another lime ami place 
other than at a hearing or meeting. When a return on such a sul>- 
poen.i or order is incomplete or accompanied by an objection, the 
ebairmarr. upon consultation with the ranking Republican member 
or. i( imav.ailable. the senior Republican member, may convene a 
nrrelirrg or he;ir ing on shortened notice to determine the adequacy 
of the rot urn and to rule on the objection or may refer the issues 
raised by the return for decision by poll of the Task Force At a 
meeting or hearing for testimony on such a return, two meml)ers 
shall constitute a quorum. 

Rule 5. Rroadcasliiig, Television, and Photography 

a l Whenever any hearing or meeting conducted by the Task 
Force is operr to the public, the Task Force may permit that hear- 
ing or meeting to be covered, in whole or in frart, by television 
broadcast, radio broadcast, and still photography, or by any of such 
rnetlmds of coverage, under the following rules: 

(ll II the television or radio coverage of the hearing or meet- 
ing is to be presented to the public as live coverage, that cover- 
age shall be conducted and presented without commercial 
s|)nn.sorsbip. 

(2i The chairman may set limits on the number of television 
(arneras, all operating from fixed positions, that shall be per- 
mitted in a hearing room. The all(x:ation among the television 
media of the positions ol the number of television cameras per- 
mitted in a hearing room shall be in accordance with fair and 
e<iuitable pnnedures devised by the Ex(‘cutive Comnrittee of 
I lb(* Radio and Television Correspondents’ (ialleri(*s. 

I <3) Television cameras shall be placed so as not to obstruct in 

, any way the space between any witness giving evidence or tr^s- 

tirnony jrnd any memlx*r of the committee, or the visibility of 
! that witne.ss and that member to each other. 

I I II 'lel(‘vision camei'as shall not bt* placed in posifions which 

I obstruct urmece.s.sarily the coverage of the bearing oi meeting 

I by the ol her media. 

(5) F:quipment necessary for coverage by the television and 
radi() media shall not be installed in, or removed from the 
h(‘aring room while the Task Force is in session. 

(5) Floodlight.s, spotlights, and flashguns shall not be used in 
t)roviding any method of coverage of the hearing or meeting, 
except that the television media may install additional lighting 
in the* hearing room, without cost to the Government, in order 
to raise the ambient lighting level in the hearing room to the 
lowest level n(*cessary to provide adeejuate television coverage 
of the hearing at the current state of the art of television cov- 
erage. 



(7) Tht* cliairiiian iiiiiy set limits on tiu* miml>ei‘ ol pi ess pho- 
tographers permitted to cover a hearing oi' meeting hy still 
photography. In the selection ol the.se photographers, prefer- 
ence shall be given to photographers Itom Associated l^ress 
F»hotos and United Press International Newspictui es 11 re- 
quest is made by more than the limit set hy tln‘ chairman foi 
coverage ol the hearing hy still pliotogi aphy, that covin age 
shall \>e made on the basis ol a lair and equitable pool arrange- 
ment devised by the Standing (’ommitlec* o( Piess I’hotogia 
phers. 

(Hi Phulogra|>hers shall not posit i»>n themselves, at any lime 
(hiring the course ol the hearing or meeting., between the wit 
ness table and the 'Task Korce memheis 

(!)) I’hotographers shall not place themselves in positions 
which obstruct unnecessarily the coverage of the heating or 
meeting hy the othin media 

(ID) Personnel providing covinage by the television and radio 
media shall be then currently accredited to the Press Pliotog 
ra pliers’ (lallerv 

(11) PiTSonnid providing coveiage hy still photography shall 
he thim curiently accicdited to the Pn‘ss Phot ographin s (Jal- 
lery. 

(I‘.i) Poisonnol pioviding, coveiag.i- h\ tie trirvi ion ami ladio 
media and hy still photogiaj»h> shall comlin t themselves and 
their coverage activities in an oideilv and unobtrusive 
manner 

Pule (i. Taking of I’estimoni at Hearings 

li. I Witnesses required to appear before tin* Task I'orce shall be 
given, absent extraordinary . circumstances, at least lorty-eight 
hours* notice and all witnesses shall he lurnished with a cofiy ol 
these rules. House Rulers X and XI and H. Res. 2r>h. 

(».‘2 All witnesses at public or executive he.arings who testily to 
matters of fact shall be sworn unless the (haiiinan authori/es 
waiver of the oath. 

D.II Memhers of the 'I'ask Force who so desire shall have not to 
exceed five minutes to interrogate each witness until such time as 
each member has had an opportunity to interrogate such witness 
The presiding member, in consultation with the ranking Repiibli 
can member present, may establish a format lor additional or sus- 
tained questioning of any wdtiu'ss hy tlu* chair or hy another 
member. 

6.4 Counsel representing any witness and aciompanying such 
witness shall be permitted to be present during the testimony of 
such witness at any public or executive hearing, and to advi.se such 
witness while he is testifying on his legal rights; provided, however, 
that in the case of any witness who is an officer or employee of the 
government, or of a corporation or association, or repiesented^ by 
counsel repiesenting other witnesses, the chairman ol the Task 
Force, upon consultation with the ranking Republican member, 
may rule that such representation creates a conllict ol interest, 
and that the wdtness shall he representi'd hy ofhm counsel without 


such conllict Counsid shall not l>t‘ pc^rmitted to make a .statement, 
unli‘ss authorized to do so hy the chairman 

(5 "> rhe chairman, upon consultation with (he ranking Republi- 
can meinher, if he deems it necessary to maintain the security of 
cla.s>ilied subjects Ix'ing discussed at closed hearings, may require 
that any personal counsel be qualified by having appropriate clear- 
aiue. and that the witness or counsed. or iKith. execute nondisclo- 
sure agieemenls with the Task Force. 

6 (i A witness who is unable to obtain counsel, or to obtain coun- 
sel uiih requisite clearance, may inform the Task Force of such 
fact, and if, con.sistent with the notice given under section 6.1 
heirol the I'ask Force is so informed at least 21 hours prim to the 
w’iliwss appearaiK’e. tIu* I ask Force shall then endeavor to obtain 
vohmt.iry counsel for the witm‘ss. Such counsel shall act solely for 
the witness and not the Task Force. Failure to obtain qualified 
counsel will not excus(» the witness from appearing and testifying. 

(i7 (’oun.sel shall conduct themselves in an ethical and profes- 
sional manner. Th(‘ presiding member may punish breaches of 
order and decorum, and of professional ethics on the part of coun- 
sel, hv censure and exclu.sion from the hearing, and the Task Force 
may cite the offender to the House for contempt. If counsel is ex- 
cluded. the provisions of Rule 6.6 hereof for a wilne.ss who is 
iinahir (o ohl.iin qualified counsel shall apply 

(•S Any wiliiess desiring to make an introductory .statement in 
executive or public hearings shall file a copy of such statement 
with the chairman or clerk of the Task Force 48 hours in advance 
ol the hearings at which the statement is to be presented unless 
the I'ask Force by majority vote waives this requirement, 'fhe pre- 
siding member shall reduce the 48 hours pro|M)rtionately for wit- 
nes.ses who receive less than 72 hours’ notice of the hearing The 
presiding member shall determine whether such statement may be 
read or placed in the record of the hearing. Unless the Task Force 
determines otherwise, a witness who appears before (he Task Force 
under a grant of immunity shall not be permitted to make a state- 
ment Of testily except to respond directly to questions |)osed by 
memhers or staff. 

(i ll An accurate .stenographic record shall lx? kept of the teslimo 
ny ol all witnesses in executive and public hearings. A witness may 
obtain a transcript cofiy of his testimony given at a public session 
II (he witness testified at an executive session, the record of his tc's- 
(imony shall he made available for inspection by the witness and 
his counsel, and the chairman may authorize provision of a copy to 
the witness or his counsel if such testimony does not include classi- 
fied information. 

(i.lD No evidence or testimony taken in executive session may be 
rel(*as(‘d or used in public sessions without the con.sent of the task 
Force 

6 11 In the presiding member’s discretion, witnesses may submit 
brief and |)ertinent sworn statements in writing for inclusion in 
the record. The pri'siding member may condition the filing of such 
a swoin statement u|Hm the ofleror’s agreeing to appear personally 
before the Task Force and to testify concerning the matters con- 
tained in his sworn statement, as well as any other matters iela((‘d 
to the subject of the investigation before the Task Force 
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, Rule 7. AffiilsMfw arnf m'lMwHMMix , 

7 1 The chuirmau, wilfi the liinkin^ Ih^publi 

can member, or the Ts^k Fbrce. may outhoi of aHldo- 

vils, of depoaUion« to noiK^f or «4vib|)i^etiti. ou' 

thoriwiiiob may eccor on a or by to 

take a eeriea of affldayiil or de^Uions* The i tihrrfihth mOvV ©Hher 
issue the 4e|srjatlion ttotierw dirtx t tlVe Chk-V vounscl lo 

do so Kot8C4» the ijikin^ ot <tei>oj^it i»»nA «haU >q|Hx:My » ti»>^ and 
ptuce for examination. Afndavita and db|H>fiiii«»n^ Uikon 

under auh adininisvered by a nM^rrit^r of u |W5so« mU' 

Ihori'ied by law (o ivdftnrM'vii f i^4h« Sovh di'fKjsiltorw im 
dtvmecJ n^c^aury by rhi- cH^rrmitn ilh wtih ihc rnnk- 

inur Elwublic^n irievirber^ br taken by 

7.2 The T»;«k Force 

tempt pnKeodiojPf in the* eveist a WHnm to a de}i«th< 

$}ii(\n ooleiRs Die dep»whii<rr ooto« wos o Task 

F«rc^ ismUihI by llit* i hoi^niJifi oi ilrr 

FciTte |Mur^^sini sub|?oemfr*/ 

73 ocrf^om^iied at a deprmfion by fminsol^^ 

representing the witness to advisK* them of Iheir righid, to 

the. provisions of Kules h.4, t>.r>, iV.M and <i,7 hort^d Ahaito spetial 
permission or inatrucliona from Uie choir i»wm>^ Am «t»o be 
present in depositions excejit rnen»bers, chief cUhT ihinor h 

ty counsel, stalT designated by the civief eoMn^d xihd chM mmority 
counaeL an oiTicial rejiorter^ the wiiiiess a»Mrc<fUiistd reproseiitiiig 
the wilneas: observers nr counsel (hr M her rH’rs5(iu>y or fiir ftgeiH’ies 
m.iy not ailend. 

7.4 Wihic?ssttK shall to exomined In de|K»^it inns hy a im'intor or 

members nr by tto chief counsel, cjiief C’liawl or staff 

de*ig»Ji;at<d b'r t to chairman. Objections by the w^^nt^s!^ as to the 
form <d: ^halV be noted for the record. If « witness objects . ; 

to a <|¥i>sdeJO sod reuses to answer, the memtors or stiift may pnjp 

wHh Ihr iibtoiir at the tiim» hr at a sub^- 

^ ruling on the object imi to telephohe or otherwise; . ! 
from tive or The Tusk Koice ahull not itiitt-; 

ate procedures lefirfitsg to eonferiipt for refusals h> aMswer . . 

at a depoeitioh «n1e^ the witness refuses to testify aifer h»K obiee^ 
iiofj Has been overruled and after he has IxHUt ijrdere>l nnd dlrecto 
to answer by the ebeirmah or n memtor derHignalH by the chair- 
many, upon consutlation with the raoklng ItoHibUcAu member or 
hia rrmmbej designer, 

7.5 Hie staff snail ineu re that the trTJtin»ooy is either transenhed 
or eliectronically recorded, or both: If a wiUieHS' teslimoriy js tran- 
scribed, he ahafi be furnished with an oppt*rlunjty to review a copy. 

No lator than five dbye thereafter^ 

ctiangee. if any, feqaestw by the wit ncs^v with u stoenient of the 
witnett' reasons for the changes, fthd itbx/' shdH be instriifb 

ed to sign the transcribi. The individual cidmiivislc^ the tolh, « 
other than 8 jlmil certify oii 

ness was duly awovh in ito pw'scnce, i JW IriMist r itor shaft t>^rtify 
that the traneeripl m a true f<^ord of the i>*slmronx , und Ihe iron' 
script ahflll he Hied, ftwlher with nny elect lutiic 
the clerk of the T«xk in Washiimtim.. I)<* and 


miyto Ih* deemed in have b<H»n token in Woshinirtoir 

X . oner hied tlivie with the ch^k .»n he Task force, for t hr Tusk 
force K Usi', 

• ^ affid»v>t»,,atid (rth^ nitsttc.pMiia re^isvAl it) ih$ 

i?ivc..(tiK>Uton ^hall coii&jdered QORpufclic until received bv the 
Jif n «"« received b> the Taek Force. o«e of «uch moteriate 

»l >•“»« na®ir.ed iolbhimtion 

^ u^ »rt dfseo aeswon escepi iw pertniUed 
by tlt(. liwk Forte, which shalJ pwjusre a voi(. <tf a nialnriJv nf tfe- 
rmMnr.i.p( of the Tfuik Force 

tyiijteji^ttd<>rrr;ti:!iiork.s Olid rwiueiits (irt adiniKJnon rroiv te> 
iMitltorrm and ivBued by Tasir Force or chiiirmait. in coiiRUllo- 
1.01, Mith the riihk.nK RepubJicai* member, and shall specify a dsite 
for m.ng on answer vrith the chief clerk. Writleo intern^Uories 
otoi ret^iiivslH for admissiuna ahull to answered under torh. 

Uiih- «. IV.HTdnrrs ft.r tlandiinit of CliiNsinrd or fiensiMve 

b;| ^Stnft aipcM shall operatB^^t^^ Strict aecur.iy ia.{a;au.,oo8 
1 1)« < ha.imm ,«ay reMoest the t’lerk and SerReant at A row to pro: 
vide iw«w|stiTW-> ncctw>tnry to ip-sure Blrict security. Sertaifivc nr clas 
stlicfl and matcdnl shaU be 8egnrKaie.l and stor<Ht in an 

apinnt.rialeJy' Hlnrogc may te esainiiied tinly at 

ren'oviii from the 

ofna jw id Htoh f^umehis and dtW matorials are prohihhed except 
us is to*ht>n3M use in; ur prefmratiim Tor. ifilC vti-ws 

nefHj^:ftfuifs, i»r mtoMngs or heuHiijipj. 

, , J rnrec .nay direc^t U,at pa or d:.ss,w 

m m.,ih‘r ,shoH ayatlablB to any (.erson by its mem- 

Stun, others, a? may impoee any oltor rt«lrktihn ; Ouj^V- 
to ^a^ried matonal possejs^d ar omlroiW hy 
ftoTA^K tprev, ur mtoft^orMm deemed to tusk F(ux:<^ 

nul o^adnbk to any person % 

^ t to the matorhU vote uf the 

h^if (to 

^ HTHuch Uiitmtor t>f HicTiiSk Fitrce aliuil m ulf Vi„u‘s llUV^^ Uixesh 

to uH putof^ and other mo ter is la ftJcetvedM^ <^ 1 ^, 

ctoir;ri.v>Mo«d. us dm^nai^ by the chairman. sHiil I in- 
Ipr ttie r*urdri)l under appropnate seebrily priXHtdurea; ui tiH cJiissf 
mu jiupi rs ond^ other rnaterials in (he pti«jR*ssiufroi tfie 

t ask tor the mAintonantov under such procedurto, of a 

r^isfry which will number and idmify all such elassurnd pndeii- 
F'wi'h • * *^^*^*'^**^^ lihull to oyiiiijbihie ?o ato uf thi' ‘r;tsk 

HI Access I »y situn to ciuNHirud jftfurioaiion shatf to liVpili-f I fin n 

’hstfuciioiv^ of 

aclrhg' ii> Cfinfiijltaliuii wiifi tlie ranking ftopublicvm n^endH^f, <»fther 
on u c^^x*d>yxoMe huHiH or to tost rwethm?^. to the chief 

S6l and chirr miponty counw*! Ait idulT wHh aUvh Rtodi to 

r^uired tu h4ve appropriate security clearuiure Th^ ^hidi cjuinsel 
$Hei.lr Miuihtoiri u iint. Uvoitable lb chief rpinorily c*<miLKidr^^ tho$i.* 
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staff who may atliMid executive sessions aiul have access to classi 
Tied materials. 

8.5 The chairman, in consultation with the ranking !ti*publican 
member, may limit staff attendance at certain executive sessions, 
and staff access to certain categories of classified materials, which 
involve matters of particularly high sensitivity. 

8.0 Meunbers who are not members of the Task force shall he? 
granted access to such hearings, records, data, charts and files of 
the Task Force and shall be admitted on a ncmpai ticipatoiy basis 
to hearings of the 'fask Force, as the chairman decans appropriate, 
which involve classified material, apart from material otlierwise re- 
st rict<*d by the Task Force, on the basis of the following provisions; 

(1) Members who desire to examine materials in the posses- 
sion of the Task Force or to attend 1'ask Force hearings on a 
nonpart icipatory basis should notily thr clerk of the 'fask 
Force in Writing. 

(2) Each such rerjuest by a mernher must he considered hy 
the Task Force, a quorum for the rt'por ting of matter being 
present, at the earliest pi-acticable op|)ortunity. The* Task 
Force must determiiu* by record vot(‘ what(‘v(*r action it deems 
necessary in ligfit of all tin* circumstanc(‘s of each individual 
re(iuest. The Task Force shall take into account in its delibera- 
tions, such consid(*rations as th(‘ sensitivity of the information 
sought to the national defense or the confidential conduct of 
the foreign relations of the United Stati's, the likelihood of its 
being directly or indirectly disclosed, the |ui isdictional interest 
of the member- making the request and such other concerns — 
constitutional or otherwise — as affec t the? public interest of the 
United States. Such actions as tin* 'fask Korct' may take in- 
clude, but are not limited to; li) approving the request, in 
whole or part; (ii) denying the request; (iiil pnividing in differ- 
ent form than requested information or matcaial which is the 
subject of the request. 

(‘h In matters touching on such recpic'sts, the Task F'orce 
nray, in its discretion, consult the l)irc*ctor olOntral Intelli- 
gence* and such olhe‘r officials as it may de'ein ne*cessary 

(4) In the ewent that the mernlrer making the ie*epie‘st in 
(juestion dcK*s not acci'ele* to the determination or any part 
thereof of the* Task Force as re*gards tin* ic'eprest, that rne*mber 
should notify the Task Force in writing of the grounds for such 
disagreement. The 'fask Force* shall suhseepie*nt ly consider the 
matter and decide, by record vote*, what (urth(‘r action or rec- 
ommendation, if any, it will take 

(5) Members examining material frursuant to tfiis rule are 
prohibited to disclose the material further, and every member 
shall be furriishe*d a copy ol this nih- prior to e-xarnining such 
material. 

8 7 Other than as pr'ovide*d for in rule S S .uhI h.Kt. no member of 
the 'fask Force or its staff shall disclose*, in whole or in part or by 
way of summary, to any pe*rson, governnre rrtal ag(*ney or official, 
outside the Task Force and its stall, lor arry pur jrerse or in connec- 
tion with any frroceeding, judicial or otherwise, any testimony 
taken, including the identity of witn(*s.s(*s wlui have t(*stilled or will 
testify, or material pres(*nt<*d or discussinn.'- had. in de*positions or 


• il iMi ctiiiti.s ;in(l held in execulive session, or oilier tmile- 

Mols or inlorinotion designated as sensitive by the chairman 
unless ..Iherwise authorized by Task Force or the chairman. All’ 
n embers ol the Fask Force and its staff shall agree in writing to 
•ihule by (he conditions of a non^lisclosure oath iiromulgated by the 
I ask Force consistent with that used by the House Permanent 
Select (armrmttec on Intelligence. 

H 8 Ih<* chairman and ranking Republican member shall be au- 
to uisur-e that the Speaker and Repuhlican I^*ader are 
Illy inlorined regarding the investigation, any other provisions of 
these fules notwithstanding. 

Rule 9. Staff. Delailees, and ('onsiiltanfs 

!' I I he chairman, ujKiii consultation with the ranking Kepubli- 
c.m inemher, may employ and fix the compensation of such clerks 
expel Is consultants, technicians, attorneys, investigators and cleri- 
t.il and stenographic as.sistanfs as are considered necessary to 
carry out Ihe purposes of the Resolution. In addition, the chair- 
m.iii, upon consultation with the ranking Republican member may 
designate various staff of the ('.ongress. at the written recomn?e,?dm 
tion ol memhers of the Task Force, as associate staff to the Task 
Force I Itwn termination of employment by the Task F’orce. each 
meniher ol the st.ill. or consultant, shall surrender all chcssilied 
and other malenal relating to the work of the Task Force which 
c.ime into his pos.session while in the employ of the Task Force 

oih..“r Vl. oi ^''7i‘ ''""“‘horized release of information or 

oth.r \ ml.ition (he chairman or the Task Force may refer the 

Nothimr i’.wh "" Standards of Oflicial Comluct. 

Noth iig III these rules shall be construed to abridge the right of a 

aan.hir I " ("rur a complaint to the t^ommiltee on the 

S and.irds ol Ol icial (.oiiduct, or shall be construed lo expand the 
authoiity of that committee, over matters related to the conduct ol 
this Forces investigation pursuant to House Resolution ’iW 
n .,.'^‘‘^'>'“‘'0" provides. The employment of any 

member ol the stall or consultant who fails to conform to any of 
these Rules m.ay Imi imnic-diately terminated by (he cliaii man upon 
^ ^ Republican member. 

.f.l I he* chmrmarj, upon consultation with tin* ranking Repuhli 
i.m iiicMiber. .shall have the authority to utilize (he services, iiilor- 
malioii. lacihties and personnel of the departmeiils and agencies ot 
govern meiit. ReguosLs by the chairman may specify hy name, 

Ol describe otherwise, the (lersonnel to lie detailed 

For puriKises of these Rules, Task Force slafl shall include all 
employees lured pursuant to rule !».l, all associate .stalT designated 

amTihrit'" l“l ■ ’"l lI**- Speaker, Majority Lider 

and Uh |{c‘pul)lican Lc.idor who arc appropriaU'ly cleared and (ii*s 
ignated m writing. 

515 TIa* chairman, upon consultation with tin* ranking R(*i)ul)li 
tan naanlx r, .shall fiavc the authority to prmure Ihc Icrnpoiarv or 
irdcrmiltcnl services ol experts or consultaiiLs or organi/.atimis 
thereof (o make studies or a.ssist or advise the Task Forte with re- 
spect I o any matter under investigation. Government personnel de- 
tailed to th(* Task Force, and consultants, shall he (l(*eme(l stall of 
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* ^ - 
<l««tel»ldtri» ^•••uiftiion. d*?tc»i[.;or 

V pc»«A l>f '• 

ftulw» 5 Ik 7j J* mid > i 4 ■# V t- 

chiuftnaih ttpiin ci»Of?ulU)rtJti^r Willv ‘ Ki’piim- - 

omv rt»«mb^^ n^J'ty t'^t/ihlinh vsMch 

cowvrriuyiiraitwnAi o<»d <U»c'i4mHit ^^'Uf^V;|*^c*^iy^ps, licit 

ent with <hv»? rdt^. ft» he il«?roi5 ?ie<;^e^ur> I 0 ^iidVgiui^ claMiTied 

(f^c/rtnvt»Mn «yr iniitermiK j[nis»se«rfxv.l i^r lliif T»ifiK ^ . / 


oftiim rrrHW:^M 
KKHtK^I^TATIVKS 

K(tlhi>yio>* iiiv t^iky'iwf ilouiii^ of l^rjifiv^nUtUv^js 

wlik J) ;ire a paH cd U|^; Pme riiU-^ aiul Wlhicit affect its 
ari*^Hiiyji(i(>ii, lidniiniHti^^ aifi4 ‘The Rule^ iciUH} «re 

fti>t. e^t’lufeh*!* of ulher flulfe? thi> lio ;«fi|it 4 ' 

t‘aM<* hi I Ih- T a^k Vfirrcc - ^ 

HiHi' X, .^iHialiliMlimem »ifd iiirilMHicthiirt li^f Hfiiri^ifiK 

The ( at^d Tlie^^ , 

I l lu^ri^ shall Iki In Ihe (louse the lotiokiil|{ cwniiutr* 

errvh oK have the jur ladicUpn aijd TifMh?d 

ufwiijiUHt (« and clau^ *4 amt 1: anil olt bUfe, 
f^}4ftlurumif;.^ relating i4) 8uyi?ct^ W Ihe jorli- 

d|f-i:iim m^RiVV i^liinafhg Bs lidted tn ihfe cipiiii'e ishwlf fiii 

iuri‘»ird;UH^ With chiiise r>> be* riTeried siirli 

11 * d h**!.Si «}f follows ..;> , . • 

< 1 1 AdoliefolipH lid A^ii, jfi^t |H«ta, and }Kdk»t*h’oh ol hiidk'^hd 
oiiiriialalff fiii^ reserve ' : , 

i2) Agricii It iiye generally . ' 

<:0 AgneidtUfal and Jhdaistri^^ 

ft) Agt(coltiitafci)|lirges^ and experiment HlalHins - ^ 
tfit A^rlcuhuraj ecunofhiCK and 
fiji AgrtcuU urai ektenston servici^ 

fjf AifrjcuUuffil ; produetion and marhetiiig. and ^htbili/Jiiioo dl. 
of iigriKwItttrnj products, and como3odiiif« im>f hKlurfiM)? ilis- 
IHtoiJduou . . 

and disedses of aiUmtils,: 
hhiiVtip insurance and ^Jfl cnnservfU^^^ 

|liM Induslrx =: i ^ r ^ " ./ 

Ill f EnlaniolOfo^ iind pidnt Niaardniine, ■ ^ ^ - 

tl2lExle»isio» uf farm tfe^ and farm iitjcurdy. v : > 

flik Forestry in fienerah and forest roservi^ other lht*iv thiwi>'c‘n*' 
aUrt from t4«> ^1^^ - w V - ^ 

ftk I h^iimh nutrition and home <*cun^^ /" ' ^ 

fir>iltispei;Jioivof livestock and meat produem^ - ^ ^ 

tiih Wsint industry^ iwilav und^a enginerriiiu: ' 

Il7i Runtl tdiictr^^ 

ilHI fXindncKlities oxchaiig^^^ ^ . . ; 

( I li t Uiirat development, y,* < . v ^ • ; > • •■ i r j f > :.’ 

ihl FfimmHtee on Appropr^illnit.^ / ' ' . , ■ pH ; : • 
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M) Appmpriulion o| IIh* rt*ViMiiii‘ Im llii- supf^M t iil llir 5 »nvt*,riv- 
luenl. 

i2) Rescissions of appmprialiunK in npinnj>f;»a»inn A^ ts 

(3> Transfers of unexpended bataneea , , 

14) The aitiounl of new spc‘ndiiH» authtirirv dtw ni ine 
Congressional Budget Ac! of I which iV i o i>e etlccf ivc fcf ; n 
Hscal year, including bills and rejeoJutions^ frc|>irtijil 
mittees) which provide new 8p«Midiiig o«Mn»rilty inni ari* 

Ibe coiumitlee under da uae l(n». 

The commitU'e shall inchide neiaunlr* fn»^^^' H 

uOfi “Transfers of llnexpimded HaUaici^'’ in m»y l>dr r<P 
as roporled from the con»m*H<‘e under |t'^ jnr«^i<fid»on in 

suhpurugrnph (2) nr <31, wilh aU pt nrna-^ed r cissipOH 
trarmfers listed therem; and ^hall indode u si;piuate wiMi 

respect to such resci^ions or tran.^TCf^ ifl th«^ ae.wvnn|K|hyinK^^C^ 
mittve report In addfifoh in ii« jarM^cibm uodet ihc 4»rrr(Miing 
provisions of this tin' cnnaniHep^ (uiv(* five HsCiil 

oversighi fondion pi.uvidt^l in cInUse tlw? laidjtd 

hehrmg function fifovhlcd hnv 

lrrC-^*wiwHlee on 
i 1 f Ojrnmon dd^tw 

The lV|mrtm<*ht gejjcrjdly^ M tht* Drpart 

MH'nis oftht^ ArmK . 

i^ti AminunUioti fayt?; f4;n > -uni Ah 

P«nt>* rvservntffmsand estiddidah^nls^^^ 
rli t^hserViilloih hhd iiH; >d ^kiv il p* f »<»hMini and 

oil !thnhM'<v<i*rvr^ ' .'’^■'■y.;-, 

Vny, pnanniinp. rdhdnHd and olle V 1*^ fM ths; iMhl pf ivih i^i'fs 

4 1 ( nn^mbers of 1 1 leh Tindl V 

tdi ftv^cafrh and ih<vidnpnu*nt mi > uppnvi ni i ht • j»nn(*d 

service^./' 

' (7v&'hn:live. >HL*rvu:is ,■: ■•. ■■ ■■ ■: 

iHfSk'ff mid C4.indH>siihM» hi ila* Ar»i<>, Nuw. atnl ;Vir |‘<»<ri; 
(flri^hlieiV and sailors' ?*ornei4 

( ho fitrnfe^ir and (’iltiVid m:04*» iids ne4 *‘sv,)M (Va ilu- v4»4»nniMv 
,d4dV'nhe, ■ 

0 it Mildury appticainms <il nuch'JM 
hk tMhhtii Ilf dii h.>:rj{hif ivr |nrlib(lidioh the 

*. inivn^v *>] !hVh parHt*r7vp{t j|s iJe^nrrof ovei^HiJht unde 

c 0 tf>«‘ crMpinOu^^ shidt ljav4» Wyecsiidd h*hc- 

l»ort priVvided On t*i < lau v,.* ttal wOh fi%sp4^^C^ 

I'.'nifrid lard ditiKnmini'id. a<ui inilb£ify edMCHtioo 

(d* f oino^itii e on Bont^iH&, Huhnee and Ihlixn* 

f 1 1 Itntikvf h)>>Mknti\ tHr,Urdh^ }h'f^f»^if O»*'Ufcofcy‘^- 

iH<>ttckiry^j^>h(ry- /'-‘'^ yy •vy.y^ y y;/:'-' y- .-y y , ■ : ■ . ^ • 

(21 Monr^ ami wdic ioHthhOK ru^ >0d Ihe i^ssnance of 

hoti*$* aod r^ktHplion iiii induvK ! I»iv v<*1n- 

j4^eylhcre«divoh»nU4Hi apii lli< ;yi''lh4f 

i';?fdlfl»andt‘vd(»^nM:pC;\y/y/,.y'"yy\y''-y 

t4^lHddtv•Mod'pt1vi4h^lh»^iMp|r 

irp hV4awmic slaiiili/sMinio linfenM* f>r4Mjih ! !••»♦ ♦ * aiul 

nmtfpftdihe pricp.Mfcu’n\>iiudd ir‘s. ivni -. ;»m»I 
pit lOlHOalhnud hooop‘‘ 


|a i I'FMaoyhd vod t«< conniuTce and mdoHlrV uOhei ihan Vrnn‘<i>of 

/ ta|mMj:. . y;._: • • .:■■; ■' ' 

I nh rniitmfml Finaiicfid and Monetary o^ 

Cotsanrlh'^y f»n the Huthfcf 

.'./‘■/•y .-y’ 

chutitii^yriviy vvhe are the 

(pjVflt MiMi.tw'jiS >Vliu •ii> riUMnIft'iH M fhv 

of» 

ii^* i«''ulvi\shi|4 id ,nn» n»ajMr«Yv and 

ir * urt»vi^h;Odna ;fr»nn rhf' h ufh r-ship dt th»> rninurd v p^ 

.slh -^h^; ^han <0^ tep4vseitiativi4 Jran^ titr id 

r *v ioiKjKtily prHv ^nd tho hum Ov: 

Jfic uij^siOTii 8 Ute i>)(nnd4t>v 4;*» 

Jhr hudt^j^^i d thi»n thret l/ongresse^i ir. ^ny tyOKKi uf five' 

-.uo^'^MVP (di^f^i:nrdp»a (of thta anv 

pi’Hii* ;«y li novntht'f <4 such comodu^v* Rk tt^a 0i<0V a hdl ties- 

M»'n Ml iiiiv ( ior«r('j::4J, eXccpt thof sh incnmlient diojrn>f)0 

V‘ .1 'fo tj4j'* v'Kmxniiffcf for ihiKe Coog^se^; i;o»i hiivtoi^ jo^. 

i pHaihMo uf Uji 'vonoTiifrtX’ ffM vM niufe ?Hcn 
ix ditiiOlt - {\,} vtion to f hCvcomunU^e v chair n>)n Tor^MOiad 
Uojoti jl t ovf 4 fi:>^v tinnacc <>n rift? t omniift.-e hrhirp th/ 

< hv* f luud^v d .S</<>nd Conurj^ith shall ix» du^r4^;0'di^. IVh iIh pur 
‘d (iuii prnhdniOnj dur if>^the Uu<!v1***ij S^^co»Hf 
Oit M*.' f aiKniff vpinyiriVy meftfha/-»f th^ t n,d 
Nh'hiiuM. ^ th»^Mejnb^fr7T^^^ lU^ h udepdOp .d tU. nh- 

!!«♦. . A niinMldy M«a»il!rer tPr ciohtuiirfH- 

Oil tiny; ( ;U)d .havOi^! ‘icry«x} 'is rupKirirf nnnofdy 

inv rt\ ih.y ^ slndl hr ehf.’itdp rv>‘U.<:Hyn Uf . 

tlx ri»in|ndlHvaA loinopOy Mvndvv 0?^ mo»‘ pddifiu»t«ii rim 

At! *?> «'Fvv no cnni»*.ip}Vi sj»:dl |>.‘ 

•»;X7>iK' »yp'iiri‘d y/ 

vJ' A1| bwd^:M iu^vdylppM) »p m'cmwi 
•I .'0 thy < An:^fi W>\i {ihh nrh^’c matPxs jt* 

» , 5^,, ryp / a-d; la ihi? rdP"; lii and ^r 

tfnil All. 

tdr'l lH* comniiUi^i* ^Inili have the 

< A ) in tetKjirf /hy fix^nn.ej tol,y nd^a lySldiv 0 intder 

t itte til and tC >>r ih^ hud;Md Av I of lo; i 

(Itrfirnnike Hudies oi the 

fays relevance y ^isihiix i*pd prop4)svd 

t tu* nryiijlts of fa ihc uif «« husifij; 

(( 't lo re^pj^i vndviul*? coid intOnj; studies t\f Ixx y it?ri>ridf 
fores, hi devtgi^ ar c-K.rdtflatjric Iiik piih 

thi' ^l esuli^- .td . . y 

idu| ' ‘ 

,t I h I li nyv ij^w ^ iiu n caw f i nu i ng hnsis, r \w cdiiil uid .b.< \ JV;* Coj^ * 
Itodgof iXIice #its luncupns noil dllffi:*sy : y ■ - 

f f I CnttmuiUH^im itie Ihfitrh ( oft 
1 1 » AO inensan eH-irluling tn tlie oiUnieh^il >dtV*i^ Mf 
ol t iiViihdoii ip KidiVral/h^^ thun wppropriutitins Ihidtdor, hudud- 

-• ■ ■ ;■; ■„ y '-'y-y'' y ‘ ' ,•.*-■ '*.■ r ' ;' 

i2» A<ln|i«M;uf inn of drugs 
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CJ) lncor|>onilion nnd (U^'anizalion of scm id u s 

(4) Insurance, executors, administiatois. wills, .iiul divoici* 

(r>) Municipal code and anirndnuaits to tin* ( t iininal and cot pota- 
tion laws. 

(t») Municipal and juvenile courts 

(7) IVihlic health atui sah^v. saititalion, and (inaianline n'j'ula 
lions 

(H) Regulation ol sale ol int<»xiialit»K litpiots 
dh 1’ax<‘s attd tax salt's 

(HI) St. IOIi/alK*ths hos|)i(al. 

(g) (!omnihlee <in tind Lahitr. 

(I) M( •asttrt's relalitig to ethical ioti ot lalnM c.riin allN 
(2) ('hild lalMtr 

Cl) Ctthiitthia litslititliott Itn the Deal. Dmol* oid lllnid; llowaitl 
UniviMsity; F’ltu'ditiett's littspilal 

(4) (’tuivicl labor anti the ettliv <»f gooth made hv (t)nvicls ititt) 
iitlerslale commerce. 

(f)) l4ibor standards 
(C) I^tlMir statistics 

(7) M(‘diatioti and at hit ralit>ti (»l lahot di.spnh > 

(8) Regidation or preventioti td itnpoi l.il inn <>( Itueiun lahoicrs 
itnder coni ract. 

(!)) F(M>d prttgrams lor children in schools 

(lOl United States Ktnpitwet's’ ( ’ompeiis.il inn Cnmmissinn 

(ID Vt)cational rehahililat ion 

(12) Wages and hours ol lahoi 

l4.‘l) Wellaro ol ntiiKus 

(I I) Work inceittive programs 

In addition to its legislative Jurisdict ion imde? tht* pitceding pro- 
visiotis ol this paragraph Cittd its general o\cisight lunctioit ntider 
clause 2(l)Kll), the committet* shall have the speci.d oversight lunc- 
titm provided Tor itt clause die) with respint lo domestic educational 
progrants and ittsl it ut ioits, atid ptogiams nl student .issistattet*. 
which are withiti the Jurisdiciitm ol other committees 

(h) ('ommittee on Knergy and (’ointnerce. 

(1) Interstate and loreigtt comnunce genet. ilK 

(2) Naliottal ettergy intlicy gi'in'ially 

CH Measures relating to the exploialinn. piodtulion. sloragu*. 
supply, marketing, pricing, and regulation of energy resources, in- 
cluding all fossil luels. solar eiu'rgv. aitd ntltei nncnitvenl ional or 
renewable energy resources. 

(4) Measures r elating to the cons(*r vat ion ol energy resources 
ir») Measures iclating to llu‘ connnei ci.il application ol energy 
technology. 

tti) Measures relating to energy inlormatum gt nerally 

(7) Measures relating t(j lAi tlu* generation and marketing ol 
|K)wer (except by lederally ebartmed or kedeial regional power 
marketing authorities), (B) tin? reliability and interstate transmis- 
sion ol, and ratemaking for, all power. atuI ((’) the siting ol genera- 
tion facilities; except the installation of in(« a * (umei t ions lietween 
(Jovernment water |)ower projects 

(8) Irrterstate errergy compacts 


''.)! Moasnres relating to general management ol tiu* Departinerrt 
ol Knergy, and tb<‘ management and all lunclions nl llu‘ Federal 
Knergv Regul.'itnry (’ommission 
(10) ltdand waterways. 

(ID Railroads, including railroad lalMJi , railroad r-etirement and 
nneinployment, except revcuiue measures related thereto. 

(12) Regulation of interstate and foreign communications 
( HI) Sc'curities and exchanges. 

(Ill C’onsnnrrT .iffairs and cxmsnmer piolrclimi 
( ir>) Ti:ivel and tourism. 

(Hi) Hublic health and quaranlini'. 

(17) Ilealth and health facilities. i*xcept he.ilth I'art' suppoihMl by 
p.tvn»ll d(*diictions 

(IS) Hiomedical research and development. 

Snell cornmitt(‘(‘ shall have the same jurisdiction with tespret lo 
regulation of nuclear facilities and of use of nuclear miergy as it 
has with respect to regulation of nonnuclear facilities and of use of 
nontniclear eruugy. In addition to its legislative jurisdiction under 
the pr (‘ceding provisions of this jiaragraph (and its geru'ral over- 
sighl lunctions under clau.se 2(hKD), such committee shall have the 
speci.tl (jver sight functions provided for in clause (.Uh) with resjKTt 
to all laws, programs, and (Government activities aflecling nuclear 
and ot her energy. 

(i) ('ommittee on Foreign Affairs. 

(1) H(‘lations of the United States with foreign nations gimerally. 

(2) Accpiisition of land and buildings for embassies and legations 
in (oieign countr ies 

(2) Kstahlishnumt of boundary lines iM'tweeii tlie United .States 
and (or(‘ign nations 
(4 1 Foreign loans 

(T)) International conferences and congres.ses. 

(di Intervention abroad and declarations of war 
(7) M(*;isnr(*s relating to the diplomatic service. 

(S) Measures to ferster commercial intercourse with (oieign na 
lions and to safeguard American husiiu'ss int(‘ii*st.s abroad 
(!)) Neutrality 

(10) Hrotection of American citizens abroad and (‘xpati iat ion 
(ID The Am(‘rican National Red Uross 
(12) Uni((‘d Nal ions Organizations 

(|:i) Mi*asui(‘s relating to international economic policy. 

(l l) Kxport controls, including nonproliferation of ninleai tech- 
nology and nuclear hardware. 

(15) International commodity agreements (otlier than tho.se in- 
volving sugar), including all agreements for cooperation in the 
export of iiuch'ar t(‘chnology and nuclear hardware 
(HI) 'I'lading with the enemy. 

(17) International education. 

In addition to its legislative jurisdiction under the preceding provi- 
sions of this paragraph (and its general ov(?rsight function under 
clause 2(h)(D), the committee shall have the s|)ecial oversight func- 
tions firovided for in clause 3(d) with res|)ect to customs adminis- 
tration, intelligence activities relating to foreign policy, interna- 
tional llnancial and monetary organizations, and international fish 
ing agteements 
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(j) ('oinniiKoc mi (■ovi*niiiioiil ( )p4T:i(ions. 

(1) Hud^'ot iind mc:isiiifs, nllut .»|)|m opi i.il ions. 

(2) 'I'lu* ovcM.'ill economy and ellii ieiu v <>( ( In\ri mni nt opn alions 
and activitit‘S. iiuludin^ j'’edrral |n ociinMnenl 

(d) Keor^ani/alions in tlie execulive In ancli ol Ihr < i(jv(a nnuMit 

(4) liilergoverntiienlal relationships hetwnen the United States 
and the States and municipalities, and general revenue sharing 

(5) National archives. 

HI) Measures providing h»r nil hiidget trr'atnn-nl nl I rdnal agen 
l ies or- programs 

l7l Measures piovidirrg exemption Irom lodinlion under any 
order issued under part C ot the Halanc(‘d Ihidgj'i :ind hirnergency 
Dellcit C^Hitrol Act ol l!)Sa 

In addition t(» its legislat ive jirrisdict iorr nndra lht‘ preceding provi- 
sions of this paragraph (and its oversight liini lions urrder clause 
2)b) (U and (21), the corrrrnittee shall fiavi* thr* him t iorr ol |M*r (orm- 
ing the acliviticvs ami comiircliri); the studies uhi( h are provided lor 
in clause lie) 

(k) ('miimitfee on House Adminislration. 

ll) Appropriations from the cmrlingerrt liriid 

(2) Auditing artd set t ling ot all accmml s \\ hit h m i\ he char g'ed to 
t h(* contingent lurid. 

(d) Employment ol persons hy tin* I loose, im hiding i ler ks tor 
M(‘mbers and committees, and re|)oi teis of debates 

(4) Except as provident in clause l(|)K I), matters relating to the l.i 
hrary ol (’ongress and the Mouse* Lihiary; slatiiai v ariel picture*s; ac- 
ce*ptance or- pur-chase* of works (»l art Inr llir ( apiterl; the* Botanic 
(iar-de*ns; manageme'nt ol the* I .ihr ary ot ('(»ngre*^s. purchase of 
hooks and rnanusi-r ipts; e're*ction ol rnonurm nl - lo th«* im*mor v of 
individuals 

(dl Except as provided in c lause* hp)i I), rnatl» rs r-(*lating to the 
Smithsonian Institution and the* incorpen at ion of similar institu- 
tions 

(l) 1 Expenditure of contingc'iit fiiml of I he House 

(7l Matters re*latirig to printing and collection of the- Uongi- 4 *s 
sional Recoiei 

(Si Measures re'lating to accounts ot the IIoiisj- g(*ne*rall\ 

(!)• Measures r(>lating to assignment ol oKkc sp;ic(* lor Membe rs 
and committees. 

(Kh MeasUr(*s relating to the* disposilion of ii^(*less e'xecutive* 
papejrs. 

(11) Measures relating to the ele*ction ol (he l*re*sident. Vice* 
President, or Memb(‘rs of C’ongicss; corrupt practices; conte*stc*d 
elections; cre*de*nlials and epralillcat ions; and l•^*dl*lal (*l(*ctions gen- 
erally. 

(12) Measures relating to services to the* Mouse*, including tlie 
Mouse Restaurant, parking tacilities and administration of the 
Mouse Offree Buildings and of the* Mouse wing of the Uapitol 

(Id) Measures relating to the travel of Memhe*i.s ot the* Mouse. 

(14) Measures relating to the* raising, reporting and use of cam- 
paign contributions lor candidates lor oHlce* of Repre*.serrtative in 
the Mouse of Representatives and of Besident Uommissioner to the 
Unile‘d States from Pue*rto Ri(-o 


I I n Measure's re*laling lo the compensation. re*tire*rne‘nt and other 
I'ciirliis ol the* Memhe*i-s, oll'icers, and (*mployt*(‘s of the* (‘ongr(*ss 
In addition to its l(‘gislat ive jurisdiction under the preceding provi- 
sions of this paragraph (and its general oversight function under 
( laiise* 2ibi<l)). the committee shall have the function of pe*rforming 
the- dutie'S which are* firovided for in clause 4(d). 

(I) ( ommiltee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

f|' Eorest reserves and national parks cic'ated from the* fiublic 
domain 

i2» Eor fe iture* of land giants and alien owne*rship. includiigr alien 
ovvm rship of mineral lanels 

td) (i(*o|ogical Survey. 

Ill lnte*rstate compacts re*lating to a|)poi tionmenl of waters for 
ii I igat ion purposes 

la) h l igat ion and ii'clamation. including w'at(*r supply for r(*cla- 
inalion projects, and easements of public lands for irrigation 
piojei Is. and acepiisitiein eif private* lands whe*n ne*ce*ssai-y lo cemi- 
ple le* irrigatiem proje'cts. 

H'»i M(*asures relating to the care and management of Indians, in- 
clueling the care and allotment of Indian lands and general and 
s|)ecial measures relating to claims which ar-e paid out e)l Inelian 
tunds. 

iTl Measures relating generally to the insular |m esse *s.s ions of the 
Ihiitiel State's, c'xce'pt those aflecting the r(*ve*nue* anel apprerpria- 
t ions 

)S) Militai\ parks and battl(*ric*lds; national cemeteries adminis- 
te red hy the* Se*cie‘tary e)f the* lnte*rior. and |)arks within the* I)is 
I r iel ot (’olurnbia. 

(D) Mineral land laws and claims and enti ii*s the*r-e*unele*i- 

( |()) Mineral resources of the public lands 

(II) Mining interests generally. 

• 12) Mining schools and experimental stations. 

• Id) IVtreileum con.servatiein on the public lands anel cemse'r vat iem 
ol the* radium sufiply in the United States. 

(II) Preservatieui o( prehistoric ruins anel obje'cts of inte*re*st on 
I he* public domain. 

(Ifi) Bublic lands generally, inclueling entry. e*a.'<e*me*nts, anel gra/ 
ing thrre'on. 

1 1(1) Re'latierns ol the* United States with the Indians anel the* 
Inelian trihi's. 

• 17) Re'gulation of the domestic nuclear e*ne*rgy industr->. includ- 
ing re'gulation of research and development reactors and nuclear 
re'gulatory rese'arch. 

In aelelition to its U*gislative jurisdiction under the preci'ding provi- 
sions of this paragraph (and its general ove*r-sight function under 
clause* 2(b)(1)), the committee shall have the spc'cial oversight func- 
tiorrs provided lerr in clause* d(e) with respect to ;dl programs affe*ct- 
ing Indians and nonmilitary nuclear energy and res(*arch arnl ele- 
vr‘lo|»ment including the disposal of nuclear waste 

( III ) ('oniinittee e»n the Judiciary. 

(1) Judicial proceedings, civil and criminal ge*ne'rally 

(2) Apportionment of Representatives. 

(4) Bankruptcy, mutiny, espionage, and counter (citing 

< 1 1 ( 7 vil libi'r l ie*s 
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(Gf Federnl courts ii««J 

(7Hmmig.ration otiii 4uUuri«li;'alltiM 

<H) Iiit<?rsi»ile comptHtN K^‘ni*rally 

(Ul lx>tal couVls in live ferrilunoiA an*! jM*s.s<v>.r(>nji 

(10) Measures relating tu cliiinis Mu‘ UailrO 

»»l aU*'»‘cla»uH* <ii MiuOnafv (la*ir n\\ 

(lit TiU .nn:-, li/JVfwv aatl « m<0’(nui k.-^ 

-, rtr,i , ■_ . 

-IHI i*rivit'wUi*n tif r rtMiTM)i’’K'<*^ /iCj4ii”»s( uulju Oi! v<' 

si fanU!5 and nv^nu^iltm 

ii7v HevisiatV Ofijrf mOnoutiiar ul I lie Sjrifun-^^ »0 ilie IfiviU^d 
SiiiteS; . . 

tIH) Siide and U*rriion^^^ houiiduo lines 

(lOrtlJcrinrimnial und oilier sulivei^^ive ;o iiviias; Hie ui 

lernoi 

tniiv>w«dtiee im Mi.'riHani 
i|i M4»frJWw>tlri;»ariTie Kvne^^ 

Ulr rO*l(V and M.jimm' Ail.oi . iifVln.lnM' * /»*im 

f-llOasI 4^S(ij[kfd» iiniiJflinK lilvs'iviiie M li)4liHi>ioses, li^hl 

sliifis. and 

^ h f esherit^ ilild <vdUtde:^^V t :4| (00/ mOu^i k. 

;jiid ^oin^.vrvat^)ii, ’•' , 

Meusiires In Hiivi^ MMUnion iOiners liy 

waier lexcf'jii indUevs sutoei i h* Ho junsdf*. lion ol iim hOerslaU* 
i^omnwrv» r’umniissinuhflfrid ihspio’iion ni uien’IniMl murint* 

ver*^ls» Hghl4y iind Irlv'soyinj^ and loo inolevHon 

inrsuth vtywl^i 

UO Merchuhl nn*f in]4Vdl?0*^rij: and 
iV Nfivi^ntiitp injd 1iin44WiK4eldHnj!r,ljietr|n, 

(H) l^anamji i.^Vi5d nnd dlnf iuiAinlr^Va»M*e I fie 

P^iUBrna CiinnL Oiciodu*^ >)iv J 5inrid3SfivU/ ^ind iJov* 

ernntenl of the ( und 
(Or|lej;*isterinft and : 

iHn Uiih^s and :iiOeVnVit.ir4Vti| 

at , HI Si .■.•'■ ' ; ’■ ■ 

vil i ^ •).»,» <.'.o/,r-| o*fl Mon haul fdoriniv /\i-.'ido 

ni'iea. MarvptfM' 

(l2?l?tivro/«ajnal lishi'iic o^tee/uenh' 

MH rnmndi?i^e *hr }*vd (ffOr ^ md V ivil Svrvh r, 

I li ^Vhf^u-'v i^4»i • In I aiih/'iioo ol sii’iU-tirs ^i*iu*i‘ally 
(2) 'Mi t ‘i*. 4 Sm V i* .' ue iuih»ni .inteHh*^*‘fnno*nl>(l noiKim- 

nei, •.' ; ' '. " .■/^■■:;//:'V' V • \ 

(di Posl;ihHovin^8 Manksr/ '■ ' -'^v 

m Postal i^eneivilly, UH-hidnii:* Ho fVjilw 

and ineasuies relatiiig ftadl s>»al tnlJiV ^i rvico; 

hut excluding fHJsl rwids' , 

(?i[ Status <« oitfers 

ioji llieif compehsiiiiort, cldHS»ira'aiii>H./a 'l^liV^MMi'^^^t 
Mh ll(ilth Act 


't# i M*dHovs ai»il v*"'lehE'aiii'»n.s;. ' 

t**^! ISijHfliiUMn nnil iSi'Oioi^iapiiy^. 

||V» <‘<.witi»»fw' .It* U'iiirJtK atid tht*i^|i.ifi:,(i4„i 

( II J'!(i(id r.intfi.r iiiiii ni(|.r<w.3tn«(nf of rivurS iitirf hiiHxirs 

'^OtiV < 'aifitol Utitf4M!j; witi tfc- s uaft- ,i*)ii 

■ f ■ tiV^he t'uitHli nr iltiiiidehiiine ni mads ; 

and |u^(. oo( 

Me in onh^for in rn]:diou to 

innds til i'(ifd:uij/u«y tV>r any xS)«'cirK road, iMir Ihr :r,iv tdll 

iM (idatfUM In n-s(ii*vim‘ Tiwot in einhraivM |if<fvkt In lelaHoo h, 
onv o|,hri‘--s]H^irierOiid;:: f: :■•■,:■ '-y. ,yV'y.;/:^’' 

(I yy wiwtTuctkm Stain 

itaiaMt n ]M»d irjav^iMhi' liuiWiftgs nttd 

■ ^*^}!' Ji*‘ 0^ f-Ohj^r^ss, and .the SmH|isoi>ii^T«f losUiiiHoO 

(VI 1 MiniHiii es rtdar ing to the pu retinae of sites and cnnrirc^firin ol 
nns tHisiohdioiises, fV/deral frourtruiu^-H, arrd <i(>v»^rnihenl 

hniUhiut^f wiHiin thv IhKiricl ofCVtiurobia 

■ ^ poiNHofi of 

1 1 ! •i‘ I iihd octHipiH or intprimMl jjrouiids ol Ihr 

ix’Nfr ni of nnvfeiiion, inriulthir hrM|*<.s 
Vod fhon /(njhoi Hriii MdofnaNonal fnidiM'/ ^ihil fluh i 
,hri w>dv^4W»«veFy' 

v^[^l tmdHdinu eivil avihtion oxtepi raitnwnl^v rhil 

*oa*l anil fR’UKinrifj, ' V V 

U I ) Kunds a*>d Hie 

^ (|1'1 W:it.*r h-)HiKjM,rin!S>S'sSftM'! ’irt f})t- Jiirtwlii t i..,i .if Hio )a 
roiMhion^* laniimiHstim. 

(Ol l<(.)iti»-(l triKiijxiritiSftin n'^ulittwy aijt'nci.'x, aatw tjf »At {},•• 

‘ OimSiwsto;* afi it r.'latPs l.T rrtil.'itii, !«; (»* t.\.,|. 

ftaj Itiilroud Adnunistrdllhfij vkiid (Cl Aintmlt 
' y fdvcoitmiirree <im itwte.y /..y.:y'^f' 'y- -^-'^-'y yyy’-V ''y 
l l Vthn f ^ m 

f ^ ^ f?'UHyjaf nindtieu. and iiHli'i 0' : 

■^’“t PnuosH’s.'ivnd hiHil iKlji>M,r^mei:ds pi Coinrr^^H ■^.^•••■ys'-^ 

h ylhe runnidllntMUi hi sii iptwiVifd tvitVihnr ' ^ 

■ Mf riin :lhi‘ iioUHi»-e? in sessiwih ■ ■' ' >'-■/ /’■ V. ■ ,’ ■■ ' •'■; 

i r I i‘oin<«hli5e on Science. Spare, ami tVi*hhnh>itv . > ■ ^ ' y^ 

< 1 1 AKt^romhiHejd and devel4>|frm.nt: iuclmlmi^ ri'^onn-i- 

^.■' . yy';,’ y/ ' : - 'v : ':vy ^ V':'- ' 

(lii Adt ^andrlrds/^sinndnrdiZifit^^^^ mi*ii>.- 

.,.,nrv^.vind^th#JhHrie ■ ../ '.- ^ i ..'i,;.; -i. 

i' Adminisfr/uifin ' , ^ 

1 11 Nidh^d^Vf^mMudicsiiiid ’ Tr y. 

(^1 ^J;n iURid Sch^ice •- 

»§( tinier hteJijdin^ 

(h! hkieidhiiy resraireli diMiunstratiim. and 

prnit (;is^ Hiwhh , and%jdf ||•der^dty or ojK^ndoil noimhld in v 

en erify Jalmrii lurji-s ’y .•.yv^v^y/.^ ry--. . y •,; ; 

I'ii ilvd aviation weu devoiopniefil; ' ; 

(10) Hovinyninniihd ri*wsVrrh afid-dtweiopnie^ 
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in I All t*iw*ri;y resi*argti, deveiuprniMit. -ufuf viv-nxoi^KlfiiUo and 
proj^‘(K ihf*refiir/ and all IVdondlv avviuMi <u 
(*ne^ laboratories 

n 2 V Natiooat Weather Servka , I • 

In addKion to its legislative jttriKdt^inn Madta provi- 
sions oltbisi’iirugraph land its g<*^nerjd i>yaf}^»t:ht ondM 

daa>»e 2ibHltK ihe cooinxiili^e sitsdj have iht* kpi*i'kil Vivecsighl iiiite 
Udr? provided for in clautee :iif> with resr)*^!: to ail ri^ 

Ri‘ari'h and development. 

i'oniiwHtee OH SniaM Husine.ss. _ 

<If AssiVtanee to and prtdodtnn ni i^inall lMts!nfs>, inirtiHliti^i h 

mfcndal aid. • i ■■' 

(2t Parlicifiaiiofl ol sinidl tnt*s5w*ss <'ti|r'rp? in rt^ih t at 
meat and t Jovernment eontract^, 

1« adilition to its legisiativi jurisdiiikn^ un»hn ijie ^rn'cedsn^*^ 
siMns of this paragraph a n.d <hx4’‘*heral faircl ion under 

c:iduse 2?bH J i>,, the comhidte^* shhll havb 
lion tiravided U>r tM VhMfin ;t<g) ivdlt ^ 
s»nait business. 

tiyi'nmmHiee tM> 8landard>^ Mi 

I t > .Meitsorev Pt?hUmg lo the 1 ti<lc of t)tliei>d f"'onduet> 

In nddiition lo te ki?iKhHtve|MvM«dMhi u>HiiVr the p provi- 
sion af thiii paragrapU (/rod its g<*nt‘rarVi\'f‘tMght under 

clause the wirmHttec- shall have the futwl inns M^ith res|iect 

to rc^4>mmendat ibns, stitdies. inves,ligaUuns*, and. Tepf?!ts which are' 
provided for in ctause KeK and the ruiKti<?iis designiited hv 
and V of the Ethics in fJoyerninent Act at tM7M >iml svtlH?}m < ^1-. 
mi, ond m-iMf title Ti, Vnited Stales tnilo 
4iiU>immilllee on Veterans* Affairs. 

Ill Veterans^h^e4lsuli^^geheraify^^^^^^^^ : • ^ / 

12) Cemeterii-s of th^ UplH^d 

or conflict are or may be hhHedi ^ States ..or 

abroad, excr|»l I ha .Srvfvhiry , nl the Ip- - 

ter.ior.. ' J'- - - .•' 

im ConvfKMisni *01};; m ird' j uurauinr yet;^ 

erans. .-■ -- 4 * ' ■• '■ ■ 

i il liife insumnee iysiifd by the ■ 

ice Ml Uie Armed Fo**ces ; , 1 

i^J I tensions <d all the wars t aivl sh- 

cuii. .. . 

(Ih Readjust w^pt of ^ryVt'edaiif^^^^ 

(7 i Soldiers* and sKiilors’ civd re|3??f 

iKv Veterans* hospitals, niedical ♦^rf^ irrtitMa'ntU mI veter;ins 

I' v ht^dmmiitcc oil W^ 11 r 

rf f C«sU>^hs7 collocifon dislrkls. ami fiorU?' ia riM ry anil itolivery 

12 ) Isee^pi^il trade agreernents ' 

(ijiilevihMie measures geneFufly. [ v . 

i41Rey«'nue measures lelating to the in^uhir 
tSl^Thi bonded debt of tin* t/nhed (sMbkef h^ 

lenci* of clause 4fgf of ibis rule), 
tbrrhe depoati uf PUhMc wuMicys 
17) TTanspartat iun <d diit iablL-gi^^^ - 
(H) Tax exempt foundation^" and chardidao ti n^ls 


tM) NaiMHhd security, except »Al tieallh cure and facMilies 

puigtams that Ate supported from general revenm^'> as ofMxisrd lu 
fiavroll dedMciions and (111 work incentive piograms. 

( ieiieml i J verHight RespiHtMihilitlcs 

L' <;i» In-urdr-r trra.sshffr the 

U) its apprahisl^ and evalMatiofi tjt Mi ai'fdir n 

liOn^ iidfidnlstraiiooi execufinn and v»f the 

cunOed by the » -onMiesis. or i8) coriditions. Jthd’ 
v.Inch may lf*dic:MF fhe or dc^Mabitn^ i-l 

ni-'V Ml oddhiMHoi iegfshiMon, and 
rj) ijs tumiuiaiian. considf’raiion ; iind i-natt>u>i>t ■»! -m<h 
niMdhicalMVjs of Mr cp.'itiges in those iaw.% aud of .suclVaddMjon 
at Icgislai inn j .e, fi*ay be necessary or oppropniitt?^, 

(he vofloU?? 5?i4VndM).v comi}rttlt*o£» shall have rVsii'.OHEnbd 

ii IMS iis iifovided M* paragraph tb). 

(bH n Each striding comnpliee nether Ihar? the t>nirti»tt>fc A)v- 
propM npirjft iiml the fl^mmiUee on the Bu.jgct) i;Kn!l re^tew and 
sMidy. on a i.MiHhiMiMg ftoeisi, the applicftlinw. adniinist ration, 
tioo. hud effpctiyoness fff Ibp^ laws» or parts of laws, the subject 
oaMp^r mI' ^ hich is within the jorisdicMun of that cum mp tee aY>d 
(he togiinucaiMp j»»id optvndion of the Federal agencies and 6ntttif!«. 
by^mc •e^'ponjjib ill lies in or for the adminoHratiuri Oiul cvecutioit 
(bioerd. ic order u, determine whether .such lav/^ and t[iv programs 
(heriajuder are implemented and cy fried oui in tK.c<»rdanre 

hMilf five fhlen) ri the Congress and wh^’ther such programs* should 
l>e emuipU^Ad. curtailed, or etimm&tod. In adtlitipn each such ct»n»' 
nnUei’ sbHlj review and Mudv any cvmdUmnf. tit tMiJTumsbinces 
wf*iyh may indteate the oeceasity or dofiir:ibibty n( enacting new nr 
iiddHiiffiid ti*>?is!6tior) within tlv? jurisdiction ul iHpl commiltefe 
<wiiv(b»-r nc any bid or rosoliitiuit has hcc*n introduced with re 
sp* <;(. li.crfc'to’ mirl shall on \ cootiouing basis und<?«take ftilure f e- 
stvirch and fo#ei acting t>n matters within the iurisd|ict|on nf thai 
corninVlfe* Each ^uch corpmitt»?c having more iharr Hiom 

MJtabli^h ai» oversight subcommittee, or re<p»ire its sub- 
ci)u(n»it»eey, if ^juy, to conduct oversight in the H;‘ea of Iheir respev' 
ri' e (MFisdit ta:m, to assist in carrying out its respi>nsil>ihiieH mtder 
[ hih ^Mniph Tb^? of mv<> flight ■iuirKsom mil lees 

sbtd) hv ftvi^way- f,i (he sobir^vfr^mt^^b=^c^> with 

th^lf vivt-hfriv^M 

■ Vf K. 7 he- ■( : onvib^y^ t>f aimM) . • ? noil 

ties at alblfevefQ with ft View tM their econpniy and elfi- 

ciency.' 

b7r The t^mmtUce an Appropriations shnJ I conduit such studies 
and examinations of the organizatton and operation of executive 
departments and other executive agendas (including any agency 
the majority of the stock of which is owned by the Gtwcrninefil of 
the 1M»ied Stales:) as it may deem necessary to assist it in th#7do 
termmatitm of matters within its jurisdiction 
ic; Each standing committee of the House shall have the funclton 
of Nwiewing and studying on a ePhtinUing impact or pfroi> 
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abk Mfrpaci innsili(-Ucin 

a^i in t ] lU^ 

Spv< uil <>vi»>*HiKhiJ‘‘iMit iiuM»' W : 

:i tu) The (Vtritmitli^ «« Am»nd Sk^rvkrs sbatl bav<’ ih*^ UtiK tion 
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♦e* Th^ f sh/di 

lion J 

fhiV!r»rirnM‘nt .jf 
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♦ M The C;*injmHl4*e <>U ^tU|*^S' >haiS h4vy fh liHH i Ivar til 
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Addf|hMYiil Tiiiivlioiis «*( ( oinintlhM's < 
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ll)l 'Plu* ( 'oinniittCM* on I lie UiuImoI hove llio <lul v 

(1) to roviow on ;i conlinuinj’ hosis tin* cniuliKl l»v tin* t nn 

^O(*ssionnl Otfici* o( its luntlions ond diilirs; 

(2) to hold liearin>;s. and rocoivo lc‘stimotiy Inun Moinhors ol 
Conj^ross and such approprialr rcpros^ id.d ivcs ol Kodoral do 
pai tinonis and agencios. I ho j^onoral puhli«\ ami nalional or^a 
niwdions as it do<*ins dosirahlo, in dovolopiiu^ (ho (oiuniroid 
rosoiulions on the budnol lor ( aoli ris< ;d voai . 

(dl t«» make all roports locpiiiod (»l il hy (In* t onipi'ssional 
Hud^'ot Aol ol I!I7'I. including Iho lopoi lini; ol mh out ilial ion 
hills and n*sohilio?is whon s«) itMiuiiod: 

(1) to study on a continuing basis tlioso provisions ol law 
which exempt Federal aj'encies or any ol tlioir activities or out- 
lays from inclusion in the Hudj'et of tho United Slati-s (oivern- 
rnent, and to report to the Ihuiso from lime to time its recom- 
mendations for terjiiinatiuK or modifying such pnivisions; and 

(5) to study on a continuing basis profMisals designed to im- 
prove and facilitate methods of con^Mossional hud^^^•l-makin^,^ 
and to report to the House from time to time tho results of 
such study together with its recommendations. 

(cMl) The (\immilteo on (o)vornmont Operations shall have tho 
general function of — 

lA) receiving and examining reports of the Uompt roller (lon- 
eral of the llnited States and ol submitting such recommenda 
lions to the llousi* as it deems nect'ssary or desirabU* in con 
rrection with the subject matter of such r<‘|M)rts; 

(B) evaluating the efiects of laws enacted to reorgani/.e th(‘ 
legislative and executive branches of tht* (orvoriinrent; and 

tC) studying inlergovernmr'ntal rtdat ionships between the 
UniU^d Stat 4 ?s and the States and murricipalit i<*s, and between 
the United States and international organ i/at ions ol which the 
UniUKi States is a memlM*r. 

(2) In addition to iLs duties under sidrpar agr aph ( I ). the Uomrnit- 
tc*e on (•overnmcMit ()p(*rations may at any time comiuct investiga- 
tions of any matter without regard to th(‘ prdvisions ol clause I, 2, 
or .‘t (or tins clause! conferring jurisdiction over su< h matter upott 
another standing c«)mmittee. 'fhe committees lindings and recran- 
mendations in any such investigation shall he rruide available to 
the other standing committee or committees having jirrisdiction 
over the matter involved (and includerl m (hr* report of any such 
other committee when rrajuirtMl by clause 2(h(2i ol Krrir* XU. 

(diThe ('ommittee on House Adrninist r at i(»n shall have (he kmc 
(ion (»f-— 

(U examining all hills, arnendriu-nts. and joint resolutions 
after passage by the House and, in cooperation with the 
Senate, examining all bills and joint resolutions which shall 
have passed both Hous<*s to ser* that they are correctly en- 
rolled, forthwith presenirng those which originated in the 
House to the President of the United States itt person after 
their signature by tiu* Sfreaker <»f the House and (he President 
of the SiMiate and r-eporting (hr* lad and date ot such presenta- 
tion to the House; 

(2) reporting to the S<Tgearrl at-Arms (»l the llousr* concern- 
irrg t Ih* t ravel of Merrdrer s of t he I louso; and 


, , ' . iniiM mat rott nysierns a 

• hcliihng servree whir li shall Ih* rts4*d hv all i\w cornmittivs 
and suhcornrnittees of (he House to eliminate, insota, as intssi 
l»le. .any mt*etirrg and .scheduling coiillicts 
1 1 T|„. oil Sliindards of Offu iol Cond.ul is .uithor 

i/rd I \i lo r.■.omm.;Md to Iho Mouse from time to liiiu- siiih adiiiin- 
I'VV i'' '"‘7 fPP'opriiilo to ostolillsh or oiiforci- 

n I. I Members, oflicors. and omploveos 

ol Iho and any letter of reproval or other administrative 

sn .'Till foan invest i,;al ion mulor .siilKJivi. 

TiT. IIT-i I n"' ’ ‘V 'nvestiKale, .subject lo .snhp'.ra- 

Mapl. (_i ol thi.s paniBraph any alleged violation, by a Member, of- 
li.t or employee ol the Mouse, of the Code of Olficial Conduct or 
anv l.aw rule regulation or other standard of conduct applicable 
the jotidiiel ol .such Member. olTicer. or employe in the im-rform- 
auce ..I his dimes or the di.scharge of his responsibilities, and afU-r 
nolue and hearing lunless the right to a hearing is waived by the 
l\knil«-r. ollicer. or employee), shall report to tL Mouse its Vind 
mgs ol la.-l and recommendations, if any, upon the rmal disposition 
1 I any such investigation, and such action as the committee may 
deem appropriate in the circumstances; (C) to report to the appr^ 
pi late federal or Stale authorities, with the approval of the Mou.se 
any suhslantial i-vidence of a violation, by a Member, ofneer or 
< mploiee ol the Mouse, ol any law applicable lo the |)erf..rmance of 
IS do les o. he discharge of his responsibilities, which may have 
b in < hs.lose.1 in a commillee investigation; (D) to give coiisider- 
a ion to Ihe request of any Member, oflicer. or employee of the 
Mouse loi an advisory opinion with respect to Ihe general propriety 

: ‘io'r "'.h Member. omce'iTor eil," 

l< ><t .iiid. wilh appropriate deletions to assure the privacy of the 
ndivniual c.mceined. lo publish such opinion for the guidLce of 

L Ir • ‘ .“"Tu of the Mouse; and (K) lo 

give .onsideration to the request of any Meinln-r, ollicer. or em- 
ployee ol Ih.' Mou.se lor a written waiver in exceplion.il eiiviim 
st.inccs with ics|K*ct to cbiu.sc 1 of rule XLIII 

...IoiVm'T". «> r advisory opinion 
h : ' I'e o (K i.d condu.-l of a Member, ollicer. or employee of 

IIh House sholl Ih* made by the (’ommittee on Slaiulard.s of Oklci.il 
oncinct. . 111(1 no inv.‘st igntion of such conduct .shall be undert;ik.*n 
n siuh committee, unless approved by the atllrmalive vote of .i 
major it \ o| ||u* members of the committee. 

(B) Kxcept 111 (he cast* of an investigation undertaken by the com 
nut lee 1)11 Its own initiative. Ihe committee may undeiliike an in- 

Me,“l‘ ""iT""'"”^ 'h«‘ "ll'cial conduct of an individual 

Mynhei. ollicer. or enqiloyee of the Mouse of Kepre.senlatives 


(I iqMin receipt of a complaint, in writing and under oath 
ma<le by or submilled lo a Memlier of the Mouse ami Iransmil' 
t<*d to the committee by such Member, or 
(II) upon receipt of a complaint, in writing and und(*r oath 
direct ly from an individual not a Member of the House if the 
coimmttee finds that such complaint has bei*n suhmitU‘<l by 
such individual to not le.ss than three Members of (be House 
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who have refused, in wiiliim, to IraiisinM Ma li inm|.lainl lo 
'.lie (omrnitloe 

((’) No invest ion shall he nuclei tnk«*n hy I he c funinittee ol jin> 
.ille^eci violation o( a law. rule, regulation, or standanl of conduct 
not in eftect at the tinn‘ ol the alle^^ed violati(»n nor shall any in- 
vestigation he undertaken hy the committee any allr^;ed viola 
lion which occurred before the third pr<*viou-> ( on^iress unless Ihij 
comniittee deterniini‘S that the allej'ed violation i< directly ielatc*(l 
t«» aiiv alh‘|,M*d violation which occiirrt‘<l in a more recent ( ontiress 
i|)i A inemher of the* committee* shall he* ineli^ihh- to participate*. 

IS a meinlM*r of the committee*, in any committer jnoc eedin^ lelal- 
ini! lo his eir he*r ollici.d c«>ndn( t In aiiv case- in v^lm h a inemher ol 
tla coniinillee is ine*li^ihle* to act as a nM*mlM r <il the- committe e- 
unde r the prc*cc*dini» sentence, the- Spe*ake*r ol the- House shall de-si^; 

n. ite? a Me-inhe-r ol the- Mouse lioin the same- political party as the 
ine li^ihle* me*inhe*r ol the* committe*e* to act .as a me-miM-r e»| the- com 
inifli’e* 111 any commitle*e* pi oe-eedinp. re latmi; to the- ollu i.il condiie I 
•I suc h ineli^ihle* inemher 

'Ki A member of th«* committe-e- inav distpialily himsc-ll Irom par 
I i< .patin^ in any inve-st i^atiem ol the- condui t ol a Me-mher. ollicer, 

o. l•mple)ye*e ol the Mouse* upon the suhmis<ion in wrilinp and 
under oath of an .allidavil ol elisepi.iliHe al ion ->lalmi; that he- canne)t 
re*neler an impartial and unhiasrd di-c isi«»n in the- c.ase- in which he- 
se-eks te) dise|ualify himsell 11 the* committe e- approve--, anel .acce pts 
such allldavit of dise^ualillcat ion. the- chairman shall so notily the 
Spe-ake*r anel re*e|ue*st the .Spe-.ike-r to de-sipn.ate- a Me-mhe-r eif the 
Mouse- Irom the* same- (Mditical party as the- dis.|u.dil vinp im-mhe-r ol 
tilt* cenninittee to ad as a me*ml)e*r ol the* committee* in an\ i-oinmit- 
tee prcKee-elinK relating to such invi*sti^at ion 

(Ki No information cir te-stimony re*ceived. or the* c-onte*nls ol a 
complaint or the fact of its filin^i. shall he* public ly disclosed hy anv 
cemimittee or staff member unle-ss sfu-i ilk allv authoi i/c-d in c-ach 
in-.|ance by a vote e)| the lull committe*e* 

(I Ml I Kach standing committee* ol the* Mouse- shall, in its considc*r- 
aiion of all bills anel joint re-.solutiems ol a public character within 
its jurisdict ion. insure- that appropriations lor continuing proprams 
anel aclivitie*s eil the* Keele*ial (Jovernment and the* District eil ( o- 
lumliia povernment will he* nuielt* annualls to the ma.ximum e*xte*nt 
fv-asihle and consistent with the nature. re*(|uirements. and objc‘c- 
tives of the proprams and activitie*s involve-d lor the purpo.ses of 
this parapraph a (loverninent apency iiu ludc-s the* orpani/at ional 
units of government hste*d in clause 7(ci ol Rule Xlll 

(lil Eiich standing committee c)f the* Mouse* shall review. Irom 
time to time, each continuinp program within its jurisdiction for 
which appropriations are not made annually in order lo a.scerlain 
whether such program could In- nuKliric-el so that apfiropriat ions 
therefor would be made annually 

(pi Kach standing committee of the Mouse shall, on or helore reb- 
riiary 25 of each year, submit to the C'ommitlc-e* on the Budget (l> 
its views and estimates with respe*ct to ail mattc‘rs to he* set forth 
in the concurrent resolution on the hudpe-t for the- e*nsuinp f'lsc.d 
»e*ar which are within its jurisdiction or functions, and (2i an esti- 
mate of the total amounts of new budget authority, and hiidget out- 
lays re*sultinp there-lrom. to he provide-d or authori/<-d in all bills 


and K-solutions within its juri.sdiction which it inte*nds to he effec- 
tive- dll ring that fiscal year 1’he views and estimates sedimifted hy 
the Commit te*e on Ways and Means under the* prece*dinp se*ntence 
sh.'ill include a specific recommendation, made after holding public 
lie.irings, as to flu* appropriate level of the public debt which 
should he .s(*t foith in the concurrent resolution on the budget re* 
lei red to in such sent<*nce and serve as th<* basis foi an increase or 
dei K-.'ise in the statutory limit on such debt under the procedui(*s 
priwided hy rule XLIX. ‘ 

(hi As soon as practicable after a concurri*nt resolution on the 
hiidgi I for any fiscal year is agreed to, (*ach standing committee of 
I he I louse (aft«*i consulting with the appropriate* (*ommitt(*(* or coin- 
mil li*es of the S(*na(e» shall subdivide any allocations m.ide to it in 
the joint (*xplanatorv statement accompanying the conference 
repot I on Mich resolufion. and promptly report sucli subdivisions lo 
the Mouse, ill Hie mann(‘r provided by s(H:tioii dl)2 or s(*clion fi02 (in 
the ia.--e of fiscal years l!Mfl Ihrough RMirp of the ('ongressional 
lliidget Act of l!)74. 

(ii Kach standing committee of the Mouse wliich is directed in a 
KMicurn-nl lesolution on the budget to determine and recommend 
changes in laws, hill.s, or resolutions under the reconciliation proc- 
ess - h.ill piom|»tly m.'ike such determination and recomm<*iid.ition.s, 
and K-port a reconciliation hill or resolution (or Ixilh) (o (Ik* Mousi* 
or submit such recommendations to the Committee on the Budget, 
in accordance with the Congressional Budget Act of l!)7 1. 

Relerial of Bills. Itesoliilions, and Oflier Mailers lo Commillees 

a (:ii Kach hill, resolution, or other matter which relat(‘s to a 
subject listed under any standing committee named in clau.se 1 
sliall he referred hv the S|)eaker in accordance* with the provisions 
of t liis claiisi* 

ihi Kvery referral of any mattt*r undt*r paragrapli (al shall he 
niad(* in such manner as to assure to the maximum extent feasible 
thal each committee which has jurisdiction under clau.se I over the 
subject matter of any provision thereof will have responsil)ility for 
considi‘rjng such provision and reporting to the Mou.se with resp<*ct 
tlu'ieto Any prec<*dents. rulings, and prtKedures in effect prior to 
the Nim-ty Fourth (’ongress shall be applied with res|>ect to refer- 
rals under this cl.iust* only to the extent that th«-y will cnntrihiitc 
to (he achievement of the objectives of this clause 

(cl In carrying out paragraphs (al and (bl with respect to any 
matter, the S|)eakt*r may reler the matter simultaneously lo two or 
more committees for concurrent consideration or for consideration 
in s(‘(iuence (subject to appropriate time limitations in the case of 
any committee), or divide the matter into two or mon* parts (re- 
flecting different subjects and jurisdictions! and refer each such 
part to a different committ€*e, or refer the matt<*r to a special ad 
hoc c()mmitt«*t? appointed by the Speaker with tin* approval of the* 
Mouse (from the members of the committees having legislative ju- 
risdiction! lor the .specific purpose of considc'ring that matter and 
reporting to the Mouse thereon, or make such other provision as 
may he- considere*d appropriate 
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MtrcUim nitii Meml>er«hr|> t'HinniiflKMfe*; iluMi m;iii; VaniiMirs; 
umi iV*iifi?rcm*i^ 

, <J laif li i^e I In* 

by lihe U«u«^ Witlrtfi ttn* 

4be c<«njHc«c^ntviir ^ sub* 

fPiUieii by ibe jvuily CfUiriiSC^ It 

lf» eow4<^f ^ cuu* 

lu t*hun(;e Uw 

V4!f 0#>^*biiir wf tlu» nu-^nlHrrR of uP 

Ortt(;iuri'oijdu4*i sbali b<* inuu Ihf* nuiiwJ’fcy |K»rly uM 
^fiiili b’ ffiini (be nuiK>rHy invrty. ^hai| aa u 

liie^nlM'f 0 f (‘onmiKtt'e mi Stiiadurds of OlHcjal C bnduvl duriuj* 
im»m ilbiit U C^iTUgreswii in niiy p^^riod ill TvsutH^ossiyi? 
uiitff#»tfOrdinf for (bis purimw iiny ?»brvit‘e pet(<n f»«‘d a.s ti foendHT 
»if »Mch committee for iesi* than n fub si^On iif any iUjn^fy^h 
Oil Menil^erelJtp on slandinifj ctMomUU’^ss duriOK Ibe ctmr,^ »if U 
( mi«i^SK Mholj Ih? c<>btlnm»nt ioi Mo'in^ in the ; 

i»oity cnucijs or conference that ofUnlrbited for 

>nrfi ci>mmit(t*efi Should ii Membi v !><:» u oteinWe td o piur- 

ti'/qlar party cttUcUH <ii- c<»iifcMimcev >i^«d Men4^>r 8ba)t nulinnidicu^^^ 
Iv ceiisc to iie a fnenibf^r of u siandMfg <*oniobtb’i=' Ip 
e!4»cti‘d on fhe basw of noiiiiiuffion h> fhab^ or CiU»foronce. 
Th«* cimirmao of the rt'levanl ijpnty laucMH >»f cojityrence: shaM 
noliiy (|u‘ Spi'uker o ce^isH-t^ 

|);n ( y ccj unis nr c0nffcr4*btH»>futd t fyo S|><y ik or shiif t n<Uify i)n*-,chii j r - 
io.in of each ktiindtn^ i^inruntiec oiy wihrb Wh4 
fhnf iM accord With Ibis foUv (ho br^ud 

ifiiHoe w nulonaif icrJiy vacsiMfd^^^ j ^ 

(ct One of the fwotVN?i^ of pach sf«dl be 

olfeU'tl by Ihi* House/frohi iu*nniinoiJon?i sbhn^itt4H^ 
jayrf y caucus, of tbu ctMi>ni«‘i?ccnHoti of i^Jich i as chairman 

Ihcreoi in tlie tefniwrary absence of the vUidr nam. lhv, iMhn)lH*r 
next in ‘rank in the order nananl itc ilte ideillPn of ilaf 
and so ou, Os oflen as the aise shall hapiienvsh'df acf a^ 
ohd In case* of a |KTtnanenl vacancy lit the yha|r?xiVHisiii|^ OfiV 
Kuiii committee file I louse shall elect anPt tier ilinh*h^tn 
nh Koch standrnfJ ominifMe^ of lh»’ fty*iaeH»addtiv4^v 

except the Oommittee on iluv HudKidi itud hns^ a twenty 

iHcmbef^ shoM irsioblish at .least h>Ur pulK^phlMffee^ ^ 
iet All yiH'itncies in Slandii^ »► ITIled by etec^ 

lion by the llnuse friini nominidhinsJ. *hh»HJtleH hy 
imKv Prfonfereivee. 

(0 Tl^ nmHiinf oh Hidecf OImI 

lees wlhdf i^hairbe iifderey by lite llouse^ iruin Imie afs* 

IKunl^P^ nferndwrTt ii! cofderence i^wmitb'es the shall ap*^ 

f)oinf up fhifn it H3!4]<»riiy nwMUhi'fH wlhv supported 

t h^« i Urkm*. f-fWdhttt fhaerinined I lie aker 
sliali iv|e*oh< wlui ari- l»rin«iiriry v#^waiMMe he* the 

lion oM dnilt ny fydiesr exliad ihjilHibh ^^hnhJ^'hrfh^^^ 
prop«Hn"*>lN of (he hijfjjM janvi^iotm M fhe ItVlf ft 
Mouse. 

««> Membership on sedts f and joini comtnif in s dun.njj ihe x^m-m 
of a t'oiiereiw shall lvt‘ confinaenf on mnlimiinc ln^nd«‘^^dnr» in the 


p.»f |\ till ns in cnfifey<au'e Ihe Melfd^f w m the 

lime ol his apisdidnWMt to 0 select or cinniniUw^ Should a 
Alenftief yeoM* |6 tk\,ii..iiie»jniisvr of lhat cauc‘is or conference, ^ 

Miouhto be a memlKJr uf onv Sidi^ci Or 

injrif cftpuniMw fri wlne^^ he is ha^igned The chairman of the rele- 
v.iiM Pin t v i ata^us m notify I he Sireakc r wheuever 

a ^h>od♦f^r fo p<iriy caucUH nr eoni'erehce 

jiTKl tiu> $jiPaker shall hoUfy the ^U^ct or iohd 

cofonhtlee on Which Niid Mehsbef i?erves, that hi ocarrd with this 
i itle/th»* such comnnile* is tniinniaiical* 

h- v{i.ah,Mf. , V 

dll I he Sp«"«tki^r imiy tile Ht'sident l.ViinmissiaiHd. Iro^ 

Piieiio Uu'41 and lMt‘naU>s Im Ih^ llous<v(o miy seli^ct connni^ 
imd \ o any i*U«hWencc cihriiniUee ihat Is LonHitlernig k!«»Hhiih;»n re* 
f»orh’(i frtanlrinMmhHrH* ufi whidHhey ser^^ 

M» There Hhuirwin'the llcmso the permanent Select Tomailltt'e 
toi AMUt^^ wldciv shall but yehich 

tf t lo t^dndu^^^ com t>rehensive study amj n view . 

mI lh^^h«?ble»ns ihe older American, including biit not limit* 
c?l i« income maihtenahi;re; hou^ health fineluding m^lcal 
icsc;ii%‘ht ayel^ et>iip|riyii>ent, educatior), i^creutioji, und par- 
in tiuinlv nn<l rtlmmimily life .as s4-‘lfTesfH’r)iiiiig cif i* 
/ens: ■ ' ■ ' ' ' ■■' ‘ :' ■ ■ ', ■' .. I- ; ■•;, '■ ..■ 

i^i 4 f udy t|a> UR* of till practicable au*aMii^ and mclhoils of 
votonriigiog the dmdopment of pubhe and pmafe 
and indiciee whfciv wilt assist the older Amet%w in faking a 
tuft parf ih nafiohal fife and which will taycourtigtrthe^^u^^ 
fim^ Jit tluv knowledge, skills/ specie f aptitudes, and abif dies of 
oltk-i Auiei icans to coniribute to a better tjunhly ot fUo 4 dl 
/XniaHcfUKh; ^ 

« at to devtdtiji fkdicies t flat would ehcotirage the ^-iHivdiiutiion 
of l«,th i‘<Werrnneheaf arid private^ priJgninti dcsJthu^d Uf deni 

yvnirfuMbmias of jtgiug: and 

4 It h» revU^M uuy recpmmehdatiw/KS niadc hy ihci^iesident or 
by the while Iff HistvOmhWeNc^^ rehumg fo prfigramM 

nr pnlu ies anVethig older Amerhaim 

Ihih* Xl. TChH'S uf f’^rneedurc for ( 'oniniitterH 

_ V ■ 'In iitmTiil ■' 

1 (anil I'hc thilcs f>t llnuse are the rnles of il!^ ctiUinHUces 
and siifnofiuiiiftms far^a Qj^phcable, except that a molj<»n la 
recess fiom dnv ,h> dayj and » the first 

I'e^ding iJN lullf^h^^ hUI dr f^dulim^. if prin^h^ ore avails 

abk'. ari^ih>nrff4>:>hiht^ moliubs of high pri vilege in cumniillef*^ and 

t'tf kaCtr kuheaoundh^rv Vif a (WrdJpifhM* u iv*rl at that eummit- 
tee. and is sfd#yt ht (he mifhuHly uOfTdirfs f a tliai .HiMtmi|iH« 
afuMVi *^rh«s Kfrhh Ok 

(Ip K;n l> Cfiuffutileiyi iti tim rhue hr vondiicl such in* 

v{*st igiU ions nail Hfu^^ us it may consider rnKs^^ssary or aptirupri* 
ate ill the e^fnetse of ffs Under linh’ X* nnit rsuhjfMt 


App. 1057 



App. 1058 


960 


4^b> of rule XXXVI. ificludinK ^ **e<|UirtMiiKni U\ai of 

H record for a period Irmger Uiau the jippiR 

under thof rutft «lwH )«' npprovi‘<l by vote of lht‘ x iiMvodHeo.^ ^ 

VmxH% 

(f) No bv ikn^ merralier of miy coininil f t^r or >>ubcornrntitee 
witih reepect to any meaawre oV mpy be cajst by pro?cy unic^ 

«ucb commiUtB^, by WfHlen rufe adopted by the l Ofiifniitw. (K-rinita 
voting by proxy and i|??4 the sh dl be 

in wrRmg^ ahairai»eri the h abii«-4>r ub ;>tru ial biosb 

ness ox otbetwiae Mnnb!^ he prt^eof et ih^- iTteelbi>» of (he nun- 
rniUi^; shall d^igna^^ the pet^Mj >vho iv to exetou- flu- i^r.ixy ou- 
tht»ritOtJon> and chall to a speciru; oieoMorv lo o^atter 

and ^li^y mottu^iv fbat a 

member may 4aOihorb.e a gene«»l proK> only for ii.oinov'^ fa vecijss, 
ac^tnirn Of 0lber priKedurai moHers Koch (>n»?{y |v bo edViclive 
ahall be 9«;gh^ by tbo fnombt^r ins he» » ote and ahnl) 

conlnin the date and lime' of. t|.\y ihai fb*' joox v rroxt/*s 

may not be counted for a <|u0xuih 

Opxn metiin^i an(f r ^ 

tgH I? Bach meeting for ihe If of ini.siiiess^, itiduding the 
markuja of legiolalroOr of each standing cominittee or aubcominiitee 
thereof »hflll be ofaen to ibe public exiietd the conuniiiee or 
subcoinmitlee^ in open stcsaion and with ci mtOofdy present, deter- 
mines by roll call vote that alt or port «f the remainder of the 
meeting on that day shall be dosed to tl«e public: f^ouuIetL hrn^i^ 
cr, That no person other ihoiV tneinbers of thu ronimilU^ and such 
congresaionul stafl and such depaelmeiUal they 

may auibark^^ Jb<> prt^oi c^i any nwrliup sessiim 

which ha£ b»^n cJoar^di td (fe does not apply 

to open cummiifee h^adogs ove prcvidcxj fw cinuse ttaSil li 

of Rule vX or % jjjuboarn^ri^p (^> v»r or to any meet- 
ing that rdat**>olrly u> b\ad:gd or matters 

fcUch hearing c-ondudod kv e)?ich aubcomnuiiae 

ihof/5m Tsh&U be open to public: A^hc-iv tho comihittee or 

sobcocnmitt^. fn npen aUd vvilk a wiiiardv present, deter* 

mine^ by vot^? that all o/ fHirk 4 r?7tTiaioder oT^ 

hearing on that day sRal) be dosed in (He publkr Ii^ 
of testimony, evidenosr or btlier fnstors 1o he t^o^s^f^e^ed wo^ en- 
danger Uie natianHl security m would variate aiiy law dr Tul^ of the 
Mouse of Repre^<entat»vea. Notwilhstanding the the 

preening %enieoce> a majority of ihose preseiR; ffere teng in at- 
tendance the reqoiftite numbiar^f^ under tin? rules d ihe coin- 
miftee to be present for the purp^ of taking tesiimohy, 

(A) may vote to ciose the hiring for the sole purfiiose or dlscuaa- 
ing whether testioKmy or evidence to be nM^eiv^ would 
the nationaf seeurHy Of violate clause ZlkKru of Rule XI; or ; 

(01 may vote to cloae the hearing* as provided iVi dalise of 

Rule XI. 

No Member may be excluded from rionparticip^tlnry 
any heating of any <»mintttee or subcommittee* xvHivth^ eXcepUpn 
of the Committee on Slnndafds of Official Cundiicit unless the 
House of Representatives ahall by majority v<ite nulhojrire a pnr- 


tfi iij It ( oiumtHee or subcoinmitiee, for iuirposiw Hi a iijirlkulnr 
srn<^ al IwnriHi^s pu a p/irtirolar aiiicle (if logishniou nr on a tnir 
hvuhtr ?^uhji*et id inyi-xligati ils liearingK to Memlrershy 

iih* pn^hrr^ JP this RUbpanignudi tor closing 

iKviit iitgs^ to the public; PtywHhKf^ Tiiai the coinrnittee nr 

su|iconwuH^‘ may by ihf' In tinse one sub^ 

ifurni day of except that theCommiiU*c on Apprniiriatjons 

ihnCunirHdfi^ the Permanent SeUl tW 

iniltiT tttt fnleinge^^^^ and the subcominittei-s Iherein may. hf the 
sjjniir pr<>ceib4#e,' v<>tc^ (0 ^ip io five adtiiiinnaf rntiMH iif ive dnyi 

■■ ■■ ; 

voiobhihHldl the nmimhlee on Ralf>si 

onttuun^menl of the dale. pl.>cf nml Huhject 
Muitn r >d idsy comniiltee hearing nt least one week behire /he c^n* 
lui hCi^^ijynV oMhe he^ committee determines that then* 

IK gifsht r to sooner, it shall make the an 

irnunr^t^md Hi Ihe rrarliest puwsible date/Any uohhu»«^jmmt made 
jmdee Ihni prompily piiblkfied in fhu Duily 

entered into t he corrimdtiv? KCte-^lwlhi^ i^Tvree 
ill |he fh^Uise ihTHwmib^^ 

r l> f^ich 0>mihdtijeHhailrmsofe ia practltabK each 

witm^fjN wter ^ to it to file with the (in 

i>r luK nr her apiieuiuncel a WriUen Rtatciiuuti H IhA pr#v 
|«wefni*Htiiia»hy and Io limit the oral prt^mfidbhi ki ?«Mh 
at)C4‘ to a bfief -summary of hi» or her argument. 

hii No f)»>$nt of order shall lie with respect to nriy m^isure report - 
(Ml tiy any Kimnntteeon the ground that hvHritin^m sxich nwasore 

Wf rr» ind ammdH in accnrdanoi* wilh the lUkVij^Kaiji id' Ihijs 

i.lin(}<e; exce|H ijmt a iKiint uf order oiv thal ground 'awry ba.^ nmde by 
liny namiwr of the committee which rep^iried the ftiea««re if in 
the coittmtUee, was (Afiimelv Huide and ilh im 

(ht rile pfcwding this parngniiih dri mit itopiv t«> the 

hearing^ whRK for by rfmist‘ ItoKlxtd RiiU. 

Qmmtm f»r ceHain tpihir rtr/hm 

»t»H I ) KviCh cttmnviltei* may fix the hUmlmr of itk memli-r^f h* c«i» 
KliMite a UdorUtsi (tit piking lestimony and Hni^iymg 
wl.Hih Hialfhe not Jef« lhantwu. 

^iit Karh committee (except the Committer lai Appropriathms, thi* 

( mr llm Budget, and the Committee on Ways 4 mir MimiohI 
fix the numtier of Its members to c»ms(dute 4i i|fai?urfi for 
tiiktng any action olbjn- than fhe reporting of o measiire or 
iiUMidafioiv which «hajl be not fij ih^» iiiemte‘tH 

I'mhihUlqn agoiinni mrtiin§» durfn^ /?iv'^mr>a/r rule an^f 

nurin^ /uM md 

(<Kl> No tommillee of the House texcept tho C^orntpittiM* on Aiv 
nioprrapOHs, the Committee On the e«dgef. the t’ornmilfw ou 
niiiyse AihntnisfndtOh. the CbmmiUw <m Ruhis, the (knyimittiv nu 
Sinndarrts of Olficial ^induct; and Idie on Ways and 

M(ams) may Hit* Withoiil speciot teave, MnuHe is rending a 

irMs'i5?urr- fio iHnefi/tmehl urider thn?. five^ifhtule rule. For piirfKweN 
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of this sul)|)arji^'i aph special will !»<• ^;i;mli‘»| milr^’S In nr innn* 

Members object. 

(2) No committee of the lloiist* may sit (bn inr. a joiiH session ol 
the House and Senate or diirirj^; a ret ess when a jnml meelin^' ol 
the House and Senate* is in progress 

('ailing and inUrrogation ol iritnvsst s 

(jKl) Whenever any la'arin^,' is conducted hy any commilliv upon 
any measure or matter, the minority party memhers on the com 
mittee stmll be entitl<‘(l, upon retpiest to I he chairman hy a majori- 
ty of them tH‘rore the* (:(»mf)lel ion of tin* hearinr:. to call witnesses 
selecte<l hy the minority to testily with r(*sp<*i-l t«) that mi'asuic o? 
mutter during at least one day ol hearint^ thereon 

(2) Eacti committee shall apply the live-minute rule in the inter 
rotation of witnesses in any hearing' until such lime as each 
member of the committee who so desin*s has had an opportunity to 
question each witness 

/nrvsligativi' hearing proa dun s 

<kKt) The chairman at an inv»*st i^ative hearing; shall announce 
in an o|M*nin^ statement tlie subject ol tin* investigation 

(2l A copy t)l the committee luh’s and this cl.ni'^e shall Im- made 
available to each witm*ss 

(d) Witnesses at invest ij^ative hearings may he accompanied hv 
their own counsel lor I lie purpose ol advisinii I hem c oncer llin^^ 
thc*ir constitutional rights 

(If 'I’ln* chairman may punish hrc-aches ol oidet and decorum, 
and of professional ethics on the part of coun.s<*l. hy ic nsim* and 
exclusion from the hearing's; and tin* committee mas rite* the* ol 
lend<*r to the House for contempt 

If)) Whenever it is asserted tliat the* evidcmcr* or testimony at an 
investigatory hearing may traid to defame, degrade-, or mciiminatc- 
any |M‘rson. 

(A) such tc'stimony or evidence shall he prr-c-nted in execii 
live session, notwithstanding the provisions ol clause ol 

this Kule. if hy a majority of tho.si* present. iIkic* hc-ing in at 
tendance the r*ecpiisite numher r(‘quir(‘d under the fulc‘S ol tin- 
committee to he firesent for the purp«ise ol taking ir-stimony, 
the committee deteiinines that sucli tvidencr* or testimony 
may l<md to d<*lame, degrade, or ini rimmate any person; and 
(Ht the committee shall piDceed to recr-ive sin h leslirnony in 
open session only if a majority of the nn inhers ol the commit- 
tee, a majority being present, determine that such evidence or 
testimony will not t(‘nd to delaine, degrade. oi me riniinate any 
j>«‘rson. 

In either case the committee shall allord sin h pc-rson an opportuni 
ty voluntarily to ajipear as a witru*ss. and n-er-ive ,’ind dispose ol 
requests from such person to subpoena additional witnesses 

tii) Except as provided in subparagraph <a». the- chairman shall 
receive and the committee shall <lis|M>se ol n-qin sls to subpoena ad 
ditional witnesses 

(7) No evidence or testimony taken in exc-ciilivr- session may he 
released or used in public sessions without the consent ol tin com 
mittee 


in the di.sc retion o( the committee, wilnessi's may submit brief 
and pertinent sworn stal(*m(‘nts in writing for inclusion in Ih** 
record I'he committee is the .sole judge of the pertim-ncy of testi 
iiionv and evidence addiicist at its hearing. 

<!>» A witness may obtain a transcript copy of his testimony given 
at a public session or, if given at an executive session, when an 
tlnu i/ed hy the committee. 

( onitnilliT provvdun s for irpoiiing hilh and nsolitlions 

(ImImAi It shall he the duty of the chairman of each committee to 
report or caii.se to be reported promptly to the House any measure 
atiproved hy the committee and to take or cau.se to hi* taken neces- 
sary steps to bring a matter to a vote. 

dll In any event, the report of any committee on a measure 
whic h has been approved by the committee shall hi* lllerl within 
.seven i .dendar days (exclusive of days on whic h the House is not in 
si'ssioni after the day on which there has b<*en filed with the clerk 
ol the (ommitt«*e a written request, signed by a majority of the 
rnemheis of (he committee, for the reporting of that measure Upon 
the filing ()f any such request, the clerk of the committee shall 
traii.srnit immediately to the chairman of thi* committee rmtice of 
the llling of that request. This subdivision d(M*s not atrply to the re- 
piM ling of a regular appropriation bill hy the Cornmitt(*<* on Appro- 
priations prior to compliance with subdivision (Cl and does not 
apply to a report of the Committee on Rules with res|x*ct to the 
r ul( s. joint rules, or order of business of the House or to the retxirt- 
ing ol a re.sohition of inquiry addressed to the heail ol an (*x(*cutive 
dipaitment. 

(2ii/V No nuasure or recommendation shall Im* repot teil from any 
coiiimitlee unless a majority of the committee was actually jiresent 

Ml) Whth respi'ct to each roll call vote on a motion to refrort any 
hill or resolution of a public character, the total numher of votes 
cast lor. jind the total number of votes cast against, the re|)orting 
of siK h hill or resolution shall l>e includeil in the committee re|M)rt. 

I'll riie report of any committee on a measure which has lH*en 
approved hy the committee* (A) shall include the oversight findings 
and n*commendations required pursuant to clause 2(hK|i of Rule X 
separately set out and clearly identified; (B) the statement reituired 
hy .sect ion .'{(IStaMlr of the (-ongressional Budget Act ol I'.fTd, sepa 
rately set out and clearly identified, if the measure provides new 
budget authority (other than continuing appropriations!, new 
spending authority descrilx*d in section 40Iich2! of such Act, new 
credit authority, or an incr(‘ase or decrease in revenues or (ax ex 
penditures; (Cl the estimate and comparison prepared hy the Direc 
tor of the Congre.ssional Budget Office under .section KKl of such 
Act, separately set out and clearly identified, whenevi*r the Direc 
tor (if timely submitted prior to the filing of the re|M)rt) has submit 
ted such estimate and comparison to the coinnrittee; and (D) a sum 
rnary of the oversight findings and recommendations made by the 
Committee on (Government OfH'rations under clause |ic)(2i of Rule 
X separately si.‘t out and clearly identified whenever such findings 
and recommendations have been submitted to the legislative com- 
mittee in a timely fashion to allow an optMirtiinity to consider such 
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fuuln^gs anil recoi»Vfi(<*nihiiit>»s ilurln^ Ihv 
timiP on the meoaufr 

( I) Each feport coninuth'e un each hill oi i»‘hU fi‘«iv/hilfun ol 
a fiohtic by $uch cyiiiinHWe yha|i cijiilajn a do 

taiifid statefnent tv wheihef fhl^ enactmi nt td soch 

biU iN^ Ifrfhl law may hnve an iMlhM ioinny i»nn*‘^l on 

and thjp nj*erar»i)n id l|if>^ M^tlvtual ^ 

<5v Ifv ttl ih«* time of ap|>rQvr»l rd jany hK*aHUic>i^ 4iny 

cofHnihiee; thiin the hiv h oI <ht» 

cdinmift^ #yej? n intenlfim In fUr HMphU‘nn*nl«tv nhn<»rity, 

or additional views, that ihenitH?r thun 

three calendar diiy^ Je3(c|i;idii>^ Sntnrth^^ Kun/lhys^^^k^rfcf hnU* 
day») in whrdi ha file h yh wm, in wr fUihi end 
membi’r. with the derk ol tfe cniniadM<?e, Alt svidf y 
one or nifire inemlx’ra nf the t*iMn»n>Uee :iVtlftin, 

and diail be a pnH of Ihe n'lwnt Hied liy Uir 
spect to that moasure dr matter Ttie rejM^rl nt 
that nR’iiRiifo or .motic*" Ah.'tir 1*4* laihhM .ik a v^ilutne 

whieiii----,.- ^ V- , -, 

(At shall inchjdo all siiphhnM'tr^^ tnimn ily^ t>r it^hhhonal 
V vvh ich . ho vh heen sntoivi I l t d hy l i R- ; l nne < *1 I hi* rd i ntl ol 
Ihr eeiK^ft, and 

(B) bIiaH bear *fj*on iIh wyi^r iji rvi:^|;d : hny ^nch ^upjd 

rnerjtal, nnnorily. or Dddithmni nnOeriiil Hub- 

milled under Bubdivi.sioim t('f a**d H)i nl >»nl»t>afavn*nr4 din an* 
mcfuded as part of the tepori 

1lds HUhpUfa^mph d«^^? ijof precludv-^ : > ■ 

(»l the Ipron-^iale Ji||in^ Or pi hilhn^ td'h*l 

iintesH lunely r«f*|uest tur the npporllihiiv :t»4 iile supph^nentaL 
mrfujrity. or additiohat lias i>c*en wkrK^os prov hy 

...fh!«'-«vubparngrPl>h;-nr. r..^.' ,' ,. , , 

(ill the ^ling by any ^ijch cmmiuiivAy hf ahyV^Mpldirmy^ 
repoTi op<*ft 4Vny measure or d\nU>d widch miiy be riy^U^ 
the oorrecinm of any |eehjii<:;il yrrdf. h* a ldx>yHu>s n'tw»| t ntade 

liy Ihttt pfiminiliee ii|)(i!i Unit hteifeMie of fnaBer 

nil ‘A inwmure w inolter n*jH)^ by any cnurhidhs^ ilu* 

Cioainifittee on Rules in the case pi a it\sc4tiihln 

c<vnMd^f?^tinn bilf. resolutiuhv Or ol tier indoc el hii>H.im*sst. aholi . 

nut in ihe until thy Oind calendar day, ex,- 

eluding Sotwrda SUfidays, and icgdl hnthh^yii ^tn ^tiich the re|K>rt 
of thdt utHHi that n!t*n?arH‘ or rmuter hjts l>p?» i> nvmhihle 

tir ib^ Members ilouse, nr jis p^nvaleil by ho l ed 

the t^igrt*s«ttnint Ihid^^ of tb? ! in I In* ctisi' ol it 
reseiufion mv fh^ budget. P^ovidati. hffUrirr, '#al it ?hat| ?d>^ayj5 
be in drder to coil pp for eiwiderat itm, nniwitlisijindliftg th*j provi: 
sions of clause ^iblyRule Xh a report Ihe plnVoVdiep oil Kh^ 
spi*<*incnlly prov idlitfC idr ihif ionsidenilhcn « »| tjf^ rnpdrl>*d iheasura 
or matter notwilh^tkfiidiht thi^> II honripgs f»i»ve lH*ia* 

held on any such nieasiir^^^ lymltcr ho ri‘ptjrlt‘d; rite re . 

p<4rl ing the meusMTO ifr hUitter mitkn t»':<c^)uuido e||ort 

to have suciv heatings pt tinted ovuilahJi* t/ir to Ihe 

Members of ibe ifoUfR* pruir to the t’Otishhaaiian ul suef* ntoasute 
Of rnotler in the rhrs iiot apply hv— 


; tA f 4M)y iTT^isurc for the declamtion <d Viuiry ar the dinrhira 
i inn >d a fntiionat emergency, the 

ifB 4>4iy. d*^isit>n, detertninaeiom or aeiiun by a f lovernmerti 
a^Uii;y whR woiiJd become or continue io be, effective unless 
maippruved OT oiherwise itvvaiidated by or IkiiH Houses of 
■_ ■ t>t>Hgress. 

t ar ibo purpim^'a of the prt'ceding sentence/ a IJovornment agenev 
pfcliidi^ uu> depurtnu?rU. agency; eaUiM whollv owned 

eiirputiathm, or instrumeptniity of the Pederal (loveriR 
ftiet»l the government of the Dkirki of (xdombia 
l7i Mv witjnn eeVen.^iiJpndpT days after a measure fms, by res^du- 
loiyAvivinnde if4 by the Ihmaetno molidn 

hpx oReroil ttniH; thtt; that env 

ihcMdHrr of Om coriimitUHmh^ that meaHure may lie cot- 

mum\ ni the di^relmn^ the Speaker to oRer a motion that 
IlmiM* slmlf mtisider I hut anea^ure that, committee bn$ dnly iwi- 

fhoti>^<Hj that mimmcr:|i3i'o%^ 

/'‘o^rerfa M xind «<•(; Mubpnena p>ower 

<m»i> fat of carrying out uny of its functions and 

awUoft uudor .Ihis role ^d Rule K (including any matters referred 
p t ^ umJer daose ^.v Xf any tJonimittee; Qr any sulK'ommil- 

tec yper«^)i. 4^ GUlhorrxed (subject to subparfigraph (2 kAi of this 
lioni^iAphi— «.'Ma 

^ l AI to &A mid at^eh^a and phices within the United 
i?hites, wru?ther the Hoii^ ta lb ^(SStOi]^ has recessed, or has 
adjournf'd, and tn hold 

I h to require, by subpi^ niiendnnce and 

Icslmiouy ol such witpesf^ and the jwdiictfon of such books, 
records, correspmidehce. hiemorand nnd docu 

iiients as it ileemf necessary . 

- Ihe^clmirmaii. of or any member designated hy 

.^HW^h chJHrman, niay auniitiister Oaths i<3 any witness. 

(iJH A j^Ubpoena niay be authorized and issued by o coinmittce 
or 5ulieun*mfttee under of any 

se^ol only when me 

xnijfsf.ed by a .niajority /tih a**?mWrs vpting; a majority being 
present Ihe cHiwer to >^sith.>4fjie and issue HubpoenuH under sub' 
parugruph i|MB] may bi* ?*• the chairman of the eonimit< 

tee fTach Umilations as the com' 

mutee may hrf^enbe Auihori^^ shall be signed by the 

vnaifma;^ Uf tw or by any member dt'signii!i*d by the 

wiUvany sultjjtwnu iswuwfJ^^^ 

fwnnii(Ui.e aw<tef sybp4,ra«r8p^ tw enforced onJv os on- 

th«ri!!c.j dirtaed bjF ■ 

HiK|i I'Urtils n«lh4iri/^ for St iromtBiltK. tiwkfC ciouw f. nfc (in 
oxjK.HBfs tnOutred «n (kt trornffiSUfife's acUyaiWi; however. ktOnl cur- 
iiwh«}d 1>y the OnittKf States ak«H be ntftdo i.v«il<.bli‘ to M«> 
eOfttnuitee and ils em0fo)n,.eB engaged iir csfcyine nut their orticini 
dulpts outside the United Stahls, its tibrrilories or tioss^Hsions. N^o 
approjiraited funds. i>idudi«g ihase authorized under chuisi' ft 
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$h«iM tx! Hpendvid piitptm of lielf ayin^r 

I 3 «r 9 of the ^ommitiife or lUf employees in Huy cjfumty where locjil 
currendeft are available for tbit purpi>se: and Ibe MloWin^ condr 
tiont atuiti re.«pevt U) Iravd oul^4ith* Ihe U»nte*l nr 

its , . n > 

tAi No me^ ot employee of the t^ominiltee shall receive 

ttr earpehdf rorrencWa^ fo subsistence In any country fw 
any day ai« rate in excciwoi the ma |Xir diem set lorih 

in appUcnblc federal if I be Member or employee ^ 

iftihuraed to expenses for such day^ then the lesser of the 
per diem or the actuoh unreimbursed e*ix‘)ns<^ Iflther than lor 
transportation I incurred by the Mentber hr r>n|#htyw duurtir 
that day. - .. . 

| 0 i^h member or employee of the rommiHee shiiu make 
to the choirniBn of Ch<& coirimittee aiv rtemfei rcjxiH stnnvinp 
the dates each country wa& visUed, the amount td |>er diem 
furnished, the cost n( transp>rtaUon tUf^nsho<|, uny foods ex> 
iiended fiir any id her idllcinf purfu^rHi* and shall i;Utn non iw' in 
these catefiori^ the lutnl foriik'ff lunhoT sipprop« i* 

aled funds exponded All mi'U individwnl f ep»ii t>i^ Hied 

no later than sixty days bdlnwinp the ninifdctivn of Intvel with 
the chairman of the conmnlt^' to use in rnmptviMg with re^ 
jiortinR retniimneiUH in niHdit’dhh.' tedci.il law and shall Im* 
iifien for jiublit' 

t^r In Cpfryini* out the comntiftws attivhi^¥ hMi>tde nf flhV 
Xlnilcd j'v nn var.nUy whme unovail- 

ohie; a raf ot the COffUinHce niuy md receive 

imbur?i^cme?»' k'i mother tjjon to Ifnimte/rtniituiMiy exce^^ 

of live > dirn^ . •! forth in applhuto tototd low, or d 

the tor ics ndmtotmKl fvr ptU^ such 

day; Itoa villUxi' diem 

penS^ £,'»? CitKKf iTii-* j-'>|Kif iUtiiUht ifiCiU VIH* hr, 

ernptoee during auy da^ , ^ . 

<Hl A mcfOiber or employi^ of a cln^nnitee inoy uu( 
bur$emerit to the ensji uf iidv triin«^{«iHyifhih m euhhfx Mto 
travel outside of the Unhed Slubii^ \>nh'^H the ji'Ciutor to f 
has acbiflIJy paid for thfe lrahs|x>rlOtiofi ; , , . 

(4 y 'fhe restrictidp^ ihg truvet nutoto; t>f the 51 ates 

set toth th subpartorapfe l‘f r todt hr l«w<d out- 
side of tto llnitod enipto^ j^f 

the Mou:^ autbdrir,ed to *» ht?i of this 

rulei 0r o^ny dlber pruvt^V^hf 4b»to : If u1 hf Jtepre 

:-^V’ ■ ■ • ■ : ;-■ ' -'V^-'to"'. .■' t ■ . 

(51 No JhvW ^urron^es file nuty to 

available under this paragraph for the u^e ototd^^ of Ibe Ifiuted 

States lor delaying the extoni^^ u( u luendw'r nf nny chmmdl^ 

■afler>-^ ■- ^ '■■■•'" ■■*4 ■-■-,'■■■.■•■'■ i -''i. .i- ■■• 

(A) the dale joI !he genv-rnl tocinin nl Meinhrrs in which ihe 
MernU*r Iw not toep eleclwi to the tomn^dinn rbngi^^iii or 
t^i in the case uf 11 Memtor who in not a t'nndidate in such 
general ejection, the epriier of Ito dnti* ut suc h general election 
or the tojournmenHiine die of Hie TiisV regular M^ibtr oi the 
Cungress 


Itroudcaitobit to tommUtee lleurings 

n (01 It is f he puffHist'' to 4bto^tos^ provide a meuns. in con 
b)rniity with acceptabletol^P dignity, propiieiy, and deco 

ruTu- by which committee heufifigs, or comnuHee mec4»Vu?s. wbto^ 
are ni?en to the public may be covered, by leleyisioh btoidcast, 
radid broadcast, smd still pholography, or by any of such methods 
■ufe^torage-.^' • 

in for the education; enlighfeurnent, and intofnatiun of the 
giouoni public, on the banis of accurate atid iwipiriHia! new^ 
i'Overago. regarding the operaiions. procedurt^, and pr^yi'tic.es 
uf the House its a fegitotoive ^bd repreSenlative 
gaidinp the nieJisurijtSi toher 

tlie House and its eomtotttosi the coiisKftrraJuin tltoeut, ^ 

Htc iiction Uiken itorecMt: tod 

rj) for the dtwelfmoieni of the per^j;^^ ami undei^iuto^ 
ul (lie general pubtk toih reajpto^ fund ion td 

the Htmse under the ConsiitUtson of the Dnitol Sluto toi 

. ’otom to'Hie: ^ ^’•■'■'^''■ ■■ ■V': 

; dh In d to lb 01 clause Chat toh** tod t<tovi> 

too I i and fi Im of any coverage under ; ihW dausu 

sluiit ool ^<*^de ftvailabfle to pto pudisto 

Campatoi toatedal ia fwmate^^ to the candi^ito o( toy 

p«.*beip hir.to’i^tlwetotblic^fhb^ ■ ' ' ' - - ■ ;,— v • 

Jcril further, tire intent of ibis chiUH4< tiifd tla* geuitoi con 
dto of ftifcling (whether of a bejijriug »?r uihera ctwered. 
umb r iulJto ityad (hre clause; by lefevton tofiadcasf, rudiA broad- 
c;M. tod si ill phoirtgraphy. or by any to such mtobfHt hi inv^'foge, 
and (to behavto of the comhdftto ?<talh 

hlber « iover nthenl toOcials and penwhad. wff n^<es; teje Vision* 
radio, and iKess iiie^ personnel, and the geneml puhlu* at the 
hf^aring or other meetfog shall be in etdct conformity wHb Hud ob: 
servance of the acv-totalile standards of dignily, propriet^^ 
and dec<»f urn traditiofiiaily obf^erved by the in its i^perdl iuns 

and shall not he such as tOr— 

( 1» dtsidrl the dbji^ts ancl;purpw^ ol tto^ beoring^^^u^^^^ tohcr 
lueei.iog or the octiyitJeS of commitito’ niemtoi^ in coiih%x:tion 
with that hearing Of meeting or in contox-Htm with the genenil 
work of Iho comtofto to 

ilifr^ipel discitoilto di^hotor^o the t'?:uHO)dt*H*.;or 

any Member to fermg the I louse, the coni nul Inc, 01 aiiy 
Memtx^r ijaba disrtod^ 

■ tdf The coyenagje to ptomtTU*e nietoings by televi^ 

ston hroadlroBr; radio Itoadcastv or I'tfll phOtt^raphy is o privilege 
made aVaiitoh^ by the, IHou^ and shali be perinittied and condwHed 
only in strki comormity with the pafto>s6Vr PfoVtslon%, UfUi reipiirC' 
ments of 'this clause. . . 

lerVVheoever any hiring Of meeting eptototoed by any cornmil 
lee ol the House is open to the, public, that committee may pCrnut, 
by rnujorify vote of the a*mm(itee; that hr wf nnx4 lUg fb 1 h^ 
covertto in whole or In part< by television bfuadciiBlv radio bfoad 
cast, and still photogrtiphy* or bv any of tocH totobodB to 
but only under sucii writen rules tts the conmutti^^ rnay adopt in 
nccordonce with the purjK)ses, provisions, and reijuiifimieiits *>i ifi|i=i 
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clause: l*nwiilvd, hoivrvcr, Kacli commitln* ot suhcmninil t<‘(‘ cliair- 
man shall determine, in his discretion, the number of ((devisiofi 
and still cameras permitted in a hearing or mecding roofn 

(f) The written rules which may be* adopt(‘d by a committee 
under paragraph (e) of this clause shall cofilain piovisions to tin* 
following effect: 

(1) If the television or radio coveiage of tin* hearing or meet- 
ing is to be presented to the public as live coverage, that cover- 
age shall be conducted and presented without commercial 
sponsorship. 

(2l No witness starved witli a subpo<*na by the committee 
shall be required against his or her will to be photographed at 
any hearing or to give evidence or testimony while the broad- 
casting of that hearing, by radio or television, is bcung conduct- 
ed. At the request of any such watness who does not wish to be 
subjected to radio, television, or still photograpliy coverage, all 
lenses shall be covered and all microphones u.sed lor coverage 
turned off. This subparagraph is supphanentary to clause 
2(kK5) of this rule, relating to the proleclion of the rights of 
witnesses 

(2) The allocation among the tcdevisiim media of the posi- 
tions of the number of television cameras |)ermitted by a com- 
mittee or subcommittee chairman in a liearing or meeting 
room shall be in accordance with fair and i‘(|uitable procedures 
devised by the Executive Committee of the Radio and Televi 
sion Correspondents’ (Jalleries. 

(4) Television cameras shall he placed so as not to ol)struct in 
any way the space between any witness giving evidence or t(*s- 
timony and any memlxT of the committee or tin* visibility o( 
that witness and that member to each other 

(T)) I’elevision cameras shall operate lM)m fixed positions but 
shall not be placed in positions which ohslruct unnecessarily 
the coverage of the hearing or meeting hv the other media. 

((») Ek]uipment nwessary for coverage by the teh‘vision and 
radio media shall not be installed in, or rconoved from, the 
hearing or meeting nxan wliile the committee is in session 

(7) Floodlights, S|)otlights, strobelights, and flashguns sluill 
not be used in providing any method of Coverage of the hearing 
or meeting, except that the television media may install addi- 
tional lighting in the hearing or meeting room, without cost to 
the Government, in order to rais<’ the ambient lighting level in 
the hearing or meeting nwm to the lowest Icwcd necessary to 
provide adequate television coverage of the hearing or meeting 
at the then current state of the art of television coverage. 

(K) In the allocation of the numiK'r of still photographc‘rs per- 
mitted by a committef^ or subcommitt(‘e chairman in a hearing 
or meeting room, preference shall be given to iihotographers 
from Associated Press Photos and United Press International 
Newspictures. If requests are made hy more of the media than 
will be permitted by a committee or suheommiltee chairman 
for coverage of the hearing or meeting hy still photography, 
that coverage shall he made on the basis of a fair and ecjuitii- 
ble pool arrangement devised hy tiu* Standing ('ommitt<*e of 
Press Phot()gra|)hrrs 


i'.t) Photographers shall not position themselves, at any liim* 
during the course of the hearing or meeting, hetw(M‘n the wit 
rjess table and the members of tl.c committee. 

tlth Photogi aphers shall not place themselves in positions 
which obstruct unnecessarily the coverage of the hearing by 
the other media. 

(ID Personnel providing coverage by the television and radio 
media shall be then currently accrediU*d to the Radio and Tele- 
vi.slon C-orrespondents' Galleries. 

(121 Personnel providing coverage by still photographv shall 
be then currently accredited to the Press Photographers’ Gal- 
lery. 

(Pi) IVrsonnel providing coverage by the television and radio 
media and by still photography shall conduct themselves and 
their coverage activities in an orderly and unobtrusive 
manner. 

Privileged Reports and Amendmenfs 

I lai rhe following committees shall have leave to report at any 
time on the matters herein stated, namely: The Committee on Ap- 
propnations— on general appropriation bills and on joint resolu- 
hons continuing appropriations for a fi.scal year if reported after 
beplember 1.'") preceding the beginning of such fiscal year; the Com- 
mittee on the Budget — on the matters required to be reix)rted by 
such c..mmitt(‘e under Titles III and IV of the Congressional 
Budget Act of P174; the Committee on House Administration— on 
enrolled bills, contested (dections, and all matters referred to it of 
printing for the use of the House or the two Hou.ses, and on all 
matters of expenditure of the contingent fund of the House, and on 
all matteis relating to preservation and availability of noncurrent 
records of the House under rule XXXVI; the Committee on Rules— 
on r ules, joint rules, and the order of busine.ss; and the (’ommittee 
on St.indards of Official Conduct — on resolutions recommending 
action by the House of Representatives with respect to an individ- 
ual Member, officer, or employee of the House of Repnvsentat ives 
as ;i icsult of any inve.stigation by the committee relating to the 
oflicial conduct of such Member, officer, or ernployr'e of the House 
of Re|»rescntat ives. 

(h) It shall always iw in order to call up for consideration a 
report from the ("ommittee on Rules on a rule, joint rule, or the 
order of business (except it shall not be called up for consideration 
on the same day it is presented to the House, unless so determined 
by a vote of not less than two-thirds of the MemlxTs voting, but 
this provision shall not apply during the last three days of the ses- 
sion), and, |>ending the consideration thereof, the Speaker may en- 
tertain one motion that the House adjourn; but after the result is 
announced the Speaker shall not entertain any other dilatory 
motion until the report shall have been fully disposed of. The C>jm- 
mith e on Rules shall not re|)ort any rule or ordi‘r which provides 
that business under clause 7 of Rule XXIV shall be set aside by a 
vote* of l(‘ss than two-thirds of the Members present; nor shall it 
n‘poit any rule or order which would prevent the motion to recom- 
mit from being made as provided in clause 4 of Rule XVI 
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(c) The Committee on Rules shnll present !«> the lloust> te|K)rts 
concerning rules, joint rules, and order ol business, within three 
legislative days of the time when the bill or resolution involved is 
ordered reported by the committee. If any such rule or order is not 
considered immediately, it shall be referred to I he calendar and, if 
not called up by the Member making the re|K)i t within seven legis- 
lative days thereafter, any member of the Rules ('ommittee may 
call it up as a question of privilege (but only on the day after the 
calendar day on which such Member announces to the House his 
intention to do so) and the Speaker shall recogni/e any meniber of 
the Rules (committee seeking n^cognilion for that purp<»so. If the 
(kimmittee on Rules makes an adverse* re|M)rl (»n any resolution 
pending before the committee, providing for an order of business 
for the consideration by the House of any public bill or joint resolu- 
tion, on days when it shall be in order to call up motions to dis- 
charge committees it shall be in order for any Member of the 
House to call up for consideration by the House such adverse 
refx)rt, and it shall be in order to move the adoption by the House 
of such resolution adversely re|>orted notwithstanding the adverse 
report of the Committee on Rules, and the S|>eaker shall recognize 
the Member seeking recognition for thal pur|)ose as a (pjestion of 
the highest privilege. 

(d) Whenever the Committee on Rules re|)orts a resolution re- 
l^aling or amending any of the Rules of I he Hou.se of Representa- 
tives or part thereof it shall include in its n‘por ( or iti an accompa- 
nying document — 

(1) the text of any part of the Rules of the IIou.se of Repre- 
sentatives which is proposed to be repealed; and 

(2) a comparative |)rint of any part of the resolution making 
such an amendment and any part of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives to be amended, showing by an a|)propriate ty- 
pographical device the omissions and ins<*rtions pro|M)sed to be 
made. 

('ommittce Kxpenses 

r>. lal Wb€*never any committee, commission or other entity 
(except the Committee on Appropriations and the (\)mmittee on 
the Budget) is to be granted authorization for the payment, from 
the contingent fund of the House, of its expenses in any year, other 
than those expenses to be paid from appropriations provided by 
statute, such authorization initially shall be procured by one pri- 
mary expense resolution for the committee, commission or other 
entity providing funds for the payment of the expenses of the com- 
mittee, commission or other entity for that year from the contin- 
gent fund of the House. Any such primary ex|)ense resolution re- 
ported to the Flouse shall not be considered in the Hou.se unless a 
printed report on that resolution has been available to the Mem- 
bers of the House for at least one calendar day prior to the consid- 
eration of that resolution in the House. Such report shall, for the 
information of the House — 

(1) state the total amount of the funds to he provided to the 
committee, commission or other entity under (he primary ex- 
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pense rcsolutiiui lor all anticipated activities an<l programs ol 
I he committee, commission or other entit y; iiml 
(2) to the extent practicable, contain such gi*neral statements 
regarding the estimated foreseeable expenditures for the re- 
s|H*ctive anticipated activities and programs of the committee, 
commission or other entity as may be appropriate to provide 
the House with basic estimates witn respt‘ct to the ex(K*nditure 
generally of the funds to be provided to the committee, coni- 
mi.ssion or other entity under the primary expense resolution, 
ih) Atl(‘r the date of adoption by the House of any such primary 
ex|M*nse ie.s<»lulion for any such committee, commission or other 
tMililv tor any year, authorization for the payment from the contin- 
gent timd of additional expenses of such committee, commission or 
othei entity in that year, other than those expenses to l»e paid 
from appropriations provided by statute, may be procured by one 
or more su|)plementoi ex|)ense resolutions for that committee, com- 
mission or other entity as necesssary. Any such suppl(»mental ex- 
per)se resolution reported to the House shall not be considered in 
the Hou.se unless a printed report on that resolution has been 
available to the Members of the House for at lea.st one calendar 
day f)rior to the con.sideration of that resolution in the Hou.sev Such 
report shall, lor the information of the House — 

• 1) state the total amount of additional funds to he provid(Kl 
to the committee, commission or other entity under the supple- 
mental exp<*nse resolution and the purf) 0 se or purf>oses for 
which those additional funds are to be used by th(‘ committee, 
lommi.ssion or other entity; and 
(21 state (he reason or reasons for the tailure to priKure the 
additional funds for the committee, commissi<in or other entity 
by means of the primary expense resolution, 
u ) The preceding provisions of this clause do not apply to — 

iH any resolution providing for the paynient from the contin- 
gent fund of the House of sums necessary to pay compensiUion 
lor stall service's |x?rformed for, or to pay other ex|>enses of, 
any committee, commission or other (‘otity at any time from 
and alter the beginning of any year and l>efore the date of 
adoption by the House of the primary expense resolution pro- 
viding tunds to pay the ex|)enses of that committee, enmmis- 
sion or other entity for that year; or 

1 2) any resolution providing in any C’ongress, tor all of the 
standing committees of the House, additional office equipment, 
airmail and special delivery postage stamps, suppli('s, statT |)er- 
sonnel, or any other s|)ecific item for the operation of the 
standing committees, and containing an authoriz.ation for the 
|)ayment from the contingent fund of the House of the ex- 
|>enses ot any of the foregoing items provided by that resolu- 
tion, subject to and until enactment of the provisions of tiu* 
resolution as |)ermanent law. 

(d) from the funds provided for the appointment of committee 
staff pursuant to primary and additional expense resolutions — 

(I) I'he chairman of each standing subcommittee of a stand- 
ing committee of the House is authorized to ap|)oint one sUiff 
member who shall serve at the pleasure of the subcommittee 
(hail man. 
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(2) The ranking minority party memlx't ol each standing 
subcommittee on each standing committee of the House is au- 
thorized to appoint one staff p<*rson who shall serve at the 
pleasure of the ranking minority party n) 0 !nb(‘r. 

(3) The staff members np|X)inted pursuant to the provisions 
of subparagraphs (1) and (2) shall be com|)ensated at a rate de- 
termined by the sulxrommittee chairman not to exceed (A) 75 
per centum of the maximum established in paragraph (c) of 
clause (i or (B) the rate paid the staff memlM*i af)|M)inted pursu- 
ant to subparagraph (I) of this paragraph 

(4) For the purpose of this paragraph. (A) th<Te shall lu* no 
more than six standing subcommittees of each standing com- 
mittee of the House, except for the Committt^^* on Appropria- 
tions, and (R) no member shall appoint more than one person 
pursuant to the above provisions. 

(5) The staff positions made available to the sulK'ommitfee 
chairman and ranking minority party members put-suant to 
subparagraphs (H and (2) of this paragraph shall Ih^ made 
available from the .sUdf |>ositions provided under clause (> of 
Rule XI unless such staff positions are made availahfe pursu- 
ant to a primary or additional ex|)ense re.solution. 

ie) No primary expense resolution or additional exp<‘n.se resolu- 
tion of a committee may provide for the payment or reimburse- 
ment of expenses incurred by any nuMiiber of the committee for 
travel by the member after tin* date of the general election of 
Members in which the Meml>er is not elected to the succeeding 
Congress, or in the case of a Meml)er who is not a candidate in 
such general election, the earlier of the date of such general elec- 
tion or the adjournment sine die of the last regular session of the 
('ongress. 

(f)ll) For continuance* of necessary invc*st igat ions ami studies 
l.y— 

(A) each standing committee and sel(*ct committee estab- 
lished by these rules; and 

(B) except as provided in subparagraph (*ach select com- 
mittee established by resolution; 

there shall be paid out of the contingent fund of the House such 
amounts as may be necessary for the period lH*gi?ining at iuM)n on 
January 3 and ending at midnight on March 31 of each year. 

(2) In the case of the first session of a Congress, amounts shall lx* 
made available under this paragraph for a select committ(*e estab- 
lished by resolution in the preceding Congrt*ss only if— - 

(A) a reestablishing resolution for such select committee is 
introduced in the present Congress; and 

tB) no resolution of the preceding Congress provided for ter- 
mination of funding of investigations and studi€*s by such select 
committee at or before the end of the preceding Congress. 

(3) Each committee receiving amounts under this paragraph 
shall be entitled, for each month in the peri(xl s|x*cified in subpara- 
graph (1), to 9 percentum (or such lesser percent um as may be de- 
termined by the Committee on House Administrati<»n) of the total 
annualized amount made available under expense resolutions for 
such committee in the preceding session of (\)ngr(‘ss 
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( li I’ayments under this paragraph shall bt* made on vouchers 
author i/.ed by the committee involved, signed by the chairman of 
such committee, except ns provided in subparagraph (5), and aj)- 
pioved by the Committee on House Administration. 

t5» Notwithstanding any provision of law, rule of the House, or 
othf*r authority, from noon on January 3 of the first session of a 
Congr ess, until the election by the House* of the committee involved 
in that Congress, payments under this paragraph shall he made on 
vouchers signed by — 

(A) th(‘ chairman of such commit t(*e as const it ttl(*d at the* 
I lose of the preceding Congress; or 

iB) it such chairman is not a Member in the present Con- 
gress, the ranking majority party member of such committee 
as constituted at the close of the preceding Crrngress who is a 
Member in the present Congress. 

(tiMA) 'I’he authority of a committee to incur expenses under this 
paragraph shall expin* upon agreement by tiu* House to a primary 
expense* t'e.solution for such committee. 

(B) Amounts made available under this paragraph shall be ex- 
pend(‘(l in actordaitce with regulations prescribe by the (^)mmit- 
tee orr House Administration. 

((3 'Phe provisions of this paragraph shall be effective only inso- 
far as rrot inconsi.sU*nt with any resolution, re|K)rted by the Com- 
mittee on House Administration and adopted after the date of 
adoption of these rules. 

Committee Staffs 

(i. (aKi) Subject to subparagraph (2) of this paragraph and para- 
gia|)h (f) of this clause, each standing committee may appoint, by 
majority vole of the committee, not more than eighteen profi»ssion- 
al staff members. Each professional staff memlier appointed under 
this subparagraph shall be assigned to the chairman and the rank- 
ing minority party member of such committee, as the committee 
considers advisable. 

(2i Subject to paragraph (0 of this clause, whenever a majority of 
the minority party members of a standing committee (except the 
Committee on SUindards of Official Conduct and the Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence) so request, not more than six 
persons may be selected, by majority vote of the minority |>arty 
members, for appointment by the committee as professional staff 
memiMTs from among the number authorized by subparagraph (1) 
of this paragraph. The committee shall appoint any persons so se- 
lecte<l whose character and qualifications are acceptable to a ma- 
jority of the committee. If the committee determiiK*s that the char- 
acter and qualifications of any person so seletrted are unacceptable 
to th<* committee, a majority of the minority party members may 
select other persons for appointment by the committee to the pro- 
fessiofial stall until such appointment is made. Each professional 
staff member appointed under this subparagraph shall be assigned 
to such committee business as the minority party members of the 
committee consider advisable. 

(3 1 'I'he profe-ssional staff members of each standing committee— 
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